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I

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ADMINISTRATIVE PRE-SERVICE TRAINING
AS PERCEIVED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
TRAINED UNDER THE RYAN ACT

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of administrative
pre-service training under Ryan Act programs. The study was concerned specifically
with (1) determining the competencies considered most important by principals, (2)
determining the adequacy of training on Identified competencies, (3) determining If
principals from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels had different
competency needs, and (4) determining if principals from the elementary, junior high,
and high school levels view the adequacy of their training differently.
Procedure: A survey Instrument containing thirty-seven competencies organized Into
six general categories was developed through a review of the literature. The survey
Instrument was examined to determine its reliability and validity. The respondent
was to rate the importance of each competency and the adequacy of the training
received on that competency. The survey instrument was sent to 113 principals who
had received their administrative credential through a Ryan Act program.
Findings: A total of 74 percent of the surveys were returned. Of the thirty-seven
competencies, fourteen competencies scored below a mid-point score of 3.0 on a five
point scale Indicating that the principals did not feel adequately trained on those
specific competencies. The results of an ANOVA showed that there was no significant
difference on how principals from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels
perceived the importance of each category or the adequacy of the training they
received. The principals surveyed Indicated that all competencies were Important,
but that those In the catego~y of leadership were the most Important. On adequacy
of training the principals Indicated tha·t governance and legal processes was the
category in which they felt most adequately trained.
Conclusions: (1) The competencies listed in the study present a reasonably comprehensive perspective of the principal's role. (2) Principals felt adeq4ately trained
to perform the competencies of their position. (3) There appears to be no significant
difference between principals from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels
a-s to the importance of competencies used in this study. (4) There appears to be no
significant difference between principals from the elementary, junior high; and high
school levels as to the adequacy of training they received on the competencies used
in th I s study.
Recommendations: (1) This study should be repeated In approximately five years when
a greater number of respondents should be available to participate .. (2) Recommendations
for program improvement should be field tested at an institution of higher education
with a follow-up study made of the program graduates. (3) A study should be made to
determine the best time and method for delivery of administrative competencies.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Ff

In 1978 the California Assembly Education Task Force
published a report on The School Principal:

Recommendations

of the many forces acting on the school setting, and emphasized that students, parents, and teachers are demanding more
participation in school governance.

At the same time, the

courts, federal and state governments, affirmative action,
legislation, statewide testing, minimum competency standards
in basic skills, needs assessments and specific educational
programs singly and collectively impinge upon the discre.
. . 1 .1
t ~onary
powers o f th e pr~nc~pa
This problem is elaborated in an Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) Special Report.

The

report exhibited a matrix listing sixty responsibilities that
a principal must manage and identified eighteen groups with
which the principal interacts in attempting to meet his or her
1 Assembly Education Committee, Task Force for the
Improvement of Pre- and In-Service Training for Public School
Administrators, Dennis Mangers, Chairman, The School Principal: Recommendations for Effective Leadership, State Printing
Office (Sacramento, California, September 1978), 18.

1

2
responsl"b"l"t"
l l les. 2

The Assembly Education Committee Task

_Force Report stated that the principal's role has become one
of leadership in sorting out effective action plans within
a complex set of requirements, and in some areas the principal has lost control.

In other areas, the responsibilites

of the principal have become even more complex, and the skills
necessary for leadership in this challenging environment have
multiplied. 3
In the summary of the ACSA Special Report it was
stated that a number of forces are changing the role of the
school principal which requires a new set of skills. 4 This in
turn raises questions about the training needs of today's principals.

The Assembly Education Task Force claimed that more

than 70 percent of school administrators in California are
over age 55, which suggests that most principals now serving
in California schools were trained prior to this shift.

The

Assembly Education Task Force found that principals who are
facing increasingly complex roles have limited opportunities
for gaining requisite skills or to receive technical assistance.5

Principals interviewed by the San Francisco Public

2Association of California School Administrators,
Special Report: The Changing Role of the Principal, Vol. 7
(May 1 97 8 ) , 6 •
3Assembly Education Committee, op. cit., p. 19.

4 ACSA, op. cit., p. 12.
5Assembly Education Committee, op. cit., p. 26-32.

,---------------------~-------··--

3

School's Commission were almost unanimous in stating that
they needed outside help and additional training to do their
6
job better.
Data provided in a summary of an assessment survey conducted by the

A~sociation

of California School Adminis-

trators supports the idea that principals in California feel
7
they are not prepared to be school administrators.
Elementary principals in California, according to Bridges,

~------------------------------------------~--

attributed their success in their jobs to practical experience.
He declared that less than two percent of those surveyed
singled out academic preparation as an important determinant
of their success in the role of the principal. 8 It would
appear that institutions of higher education (IHE's) are not
doing an adequate job.

A careful analysis of the data used in

most studies reveals that this conclusion is based on a nonstatistical evaluation or upon a sample of principals that
have not had training at an IHE within the last 15 and possibly 20 years.
In 1970, the "TeacheJ; Preparation and Licensing Law
of 1970" or the "Ryan Act" was passed into law.

This new

6san·Francisco, Public School's Commission, The Role
of Principals, Report and Recommendations, (San Franc~sco,
May 1976), p. 7.
7Association of California School Administrators,
Professional Development Programs, 1976-77, "Assessment Survey Summary" (Burlingame, 1977) , p. 6. (mimeographed)
8 Edwin A. Bridges, "Administrative Preparation: A
Critical Appraisal," Thrust for Educational Leadership,
5 (March 1976), p. 3.

,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~----·-·.

~~~~~~~~~-------.~,
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credentialing law required IHE's to develop programs that
would address specific prescribed competencies.

According to

Olivero, less than five percent of the principals included in
the Bridges study were trained under the Ryan Act. 9

Given

this information, it seems clear that whether current programs
in administrative pre-service training are adequately preparing people has yet to be determined.

Before administrative

pre-service training at the IHE's is condemned as useless or
at best of little value, it is necessary to study the effectiveness of the Ryan Act programs that are just now beginning
to impact on the field of educational administration.

This

study will attempt to determine the effectiveness of the Ryan
Act pre-service programs.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of administrative pre-service training under the
provisions of the Ryan Act.

Specifically, the study was

designed to answer the following questions:
1.

From a list of competencies arranged into six

major categories, which competencies are considered most
important by principals serving at the elementary, junior
high and high school levels?
9
James L. Olivero, "The Principalship in California.
The Keeper of the Dream" (ACSA, Burlingame, 1980), p. 20
(mimeographed, second draft)

5

2.

From a list of competencies arranged into six

major categories, which competencies do principals at the
elementary, junior high, and high school levels feel they
were most adequately trained to perform?
3.

Are there significant differences in the percep-

tions of principals from the elementary, junior high, and
high school levels as to the importance of competencies categories used in this study?
4.

Are there significant differences in the percep-

tions of principals from the elementary, junior high, and high
school levels as to the adequacy of training received on the
competency categories used in this study?
To respond to these questions, the literature in the
area of competencies and training for principals was reviewed,
and a list of competencies expected of the principal was
developed.

A survey was then constructed, which was designed

to collect information on the relative importance of each
competency of the principalship and the adequacy of pre-service
training for each competency, as perceived by

e~ementary,

junior hLg,h, and high school principals trained under the Ryan
Act.

Completed surveys were analyzed to provide information

on which competencies were considered most important and the
adequacy of training received by the respondents on the
competencies.

6

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

i.l

The Assembly Education Committee Task Force has questioned the adequacy of administrative training provided by
IHE 1 s.

This concern -was based up·on the f:lndings of only one

study which assessed principals trained under a program that
is no longer in existence.
~---------w~e~r~e~c~h~a~n~ed

Programs for training principals

by the passage of the Ryan Act in 1970.

This

study was designed to dete·rmine whether IHE 1 s are doing an
adequate job of training administrators under the provisions
of this new program.

This was accomplished by determining

which competencies are most important and whether the principals felt they were adequately prepared to perform these
competencies.
Through the information provided in this study, the
competencies needed to be a school principal were.identified
as well as the adequacy of pre-service training that principals felt they have received on the competencies.

This should

equip IHE 1 s with a focus for future administrator training
that may provide for better leadership and a better educational system.
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
The study has the following limitations:
1.

The investigator was concerned with principals

credentialed under the Ryan Act who had received training
at an IHE.

The study, therefore, did not include anyone

7

credentialled prior to the Ryan Act program or who received
his or her credential· through an examination under the Ryan
Act.
2.

The study was limited to principals in California

who were not working "in the boundaries of Los Angeles County.
It was felt by the investigator that Los Angeles County and
the massive Los Angeles Unified School District were not
representative of the rest of the state.

In addition the Los

Angeles County administrators were being assessed under
Assembly Concurrent Resolution 68(1979) to determine administrative pre-service needs. 10
DEFINITION OF TERMS
The terms used in this study are defined as follows:
Elementary School

A school which usually includes

grades kindergarten through six.
Junior High School - A school which usually includes
grades seven and eight.
High School - a school which usually includes grades
nine through twelve.
Competency - A task or responsibility of a position,
the successful fulfillment of which may be identified not by
10 c l'f
.
a ~ orn~a,
Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 68,
(September 7, 1979).

~--~~--

8

a single discrete act, but by a summation of behavioral
.
.d
11
~nc~ ents.
Principal - The chief administrative officer of a
school.

The term as used in the study applies to school

principals who have received an earned credential under the
provision of the Ryan Act.

The quality and value of pre-service training for
school principals has been seriously questioned in recent
years.

Yet the study of training for the principalship has

been focused on programs that are no longer in existence and
on principals who were trained, in most cases, over ten years
ago.

With the passage of the Ryan Act, it was important that

a study be conducted to assess the adequacy of pre-service
training for principals trained under the Ryan Act as opposed
to programs that are no longer in existence.

This study was

designed primarily to determine if the Ryan Act training program at institutions of higher education are providing an
adequate level of training for school principals at the elementary school, junior high school, and high school levels.
The study is organized into five chapters.

In Chapter

1, the purpose of the study, the limitations of the study, the
11 Mary K. Nebgen, "A System for the Evaluation of
Urban and Suburban Elementary School Principals," (unpublished
EdD dissertation, University of the Pacific, 1980), p. 8.

9
11

significance of the research and the definitions of terms are
presented.

The literature pertaining to the school principal-

ship and the training programs used to t~~in people for the
principalship is reviewed in Chapter II.

The methodology and

;;

R-

procedures utilized to obtain the necessary data are discussed
in Chapter III.
compared.

In Chapter IV, the data are analyzed and

In Chapter V, conclusions on the adequacy of

1-------------------------------------------------i.i~

administrative pre-service training are made and recommendations for further study are presented.

Chapter II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
t:;-

The review of the literature as developed in this
chapter will deal with the following areas:

(1) the changing
-

.IJ---_ _ _

__jr.....,._,_lL-Je__o£_J:he-pri n ci pa.L,_(_2J_pxincip_al_c_o.mp_e.tencLes_,_and_U'-'---------___,

the training of school principals.
THE CHANGING ROLE OF THE PRINCIPAL
The principal may fill a key role in determining the
success or failure of a school's total program.

According

to a 1970 report of the United States Select Committee on
Equal Educational Opportunity, "the principal plays a pivotal
role in the life of a school."

The report singled out the

principal as the most important and influential individual
in any school.

The principal's leadership is the factor that

sets the tone of the school, the climate of learning, the
morale and level of professionalism of the teachers, and the
degree of concern for what the students may or may not
become as a result.of their experience in school. 1 This
point of view was supported by Olivero who felt that the

l U. S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee on Equal

Educational Opportunity, Toward E ual Educational 0 ortunity,
A report pursuant to Senate Reso ution
, Fe ruary
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1979), p. 1.
10

~=

11
principal is the most critical variable in the success of a
school. He suggested that effective schools are led by
.
. . 1 2 Knezevich stated:
e ff ect~ve
pr~nc~pa s.

The principal in a public school, whether at
q:
the elementary or secondary level, is a counselor
of students, the school disciplinarian, the organizer of the school schedule, the supervisor of
the instructional program, the public relations
representative of the attendance area, the liaison
between the teachers and the superintendent, the
_
director and evaluator of teaching efforts.,~t~h~e~--------------------~
supervisor of custodial and food service employees
within the building, and a professional leader.
Little wonder that this is a demanding position
as well as one of considerable significance in
determining the direction of public education.3
The role of the principal is a significant one and
the time and work load demanded of the principal have
increased substantially over the last several years.

Byrne,

Hines and McCleary reported that the median work week in
1965 was 54 hours while in 1977 it had increased to 56.5
hours per week.

In 1965 one out of every twelve principals

reported working less than 40 hours per week while in 1977
all prirtcipals surveyed worked over 40 hours per week. 4
2

James L. Olivero "The Principalship in California:
The Keeper of the Dream (Burlingame: The Association of
California School Administrators, 1980), p. 1. (mimegraphed, second draft.)
3 Stephen Knezevich, Administration of Public Educa-

tion (New York: Harper and Row Publisher, 1969), p. 283.
4navid R. Byrne, Susan A. Hines, and Lloyd E.
McCleary, The Senior High Principal (Reston, Virginia:
National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1978)
p. 84.

12
fl

A Newsweek article stated that the principal has an average
work load of 56 hours a week, 50 weeks a year, and three
evenings a week on the job, all for an income of $20,000 to
•

$28,000 a year.

The work load is compounded by the new

problems that parents, school boards, Federal and state programs, student violence, teacher militancy, complex regulations
and changing educational standards add to the traditional and
already demanding tasks the principal must perform. 5 The
pressures on the principal have definitely increased in recent
years.

The pressures as were identified by Matthews include

responses to the demands of block and special grants, bailout bills, strike procedures, contract management, S.B. 160,
Stull Bill, P.L. 94-142, Master Plan, I.E.P.'s, fair hearings,
affirmative action, Title IX, program reviews, school site
councils, A.B. 65, bilingual education, school advisory committees, Title I, E.D.Y., Title III, innovative programs,
staff development court decisions, balanced curriculum, basic
skills, proficiency exams, competency tests, initiatives,
Proposition 13, and Vouchers.

Although all these are not

effecting every principal every day, their presence is

~f~lt

as the principal has the ultimate responsibility for their
implementation or reaction. 6 With the heavy load placed
5"Burnt-Out Principals,"

Newsweek, March 13, 1978,

p. 14.

6Marvin R. Matthews, "Changing Role of the Principal
in California" (Los Angeles: Office of the Los Angeles County
Superintendent of Schools, February 5, 1980), p. 29
)mimeographed)

00

n-
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on the principal it should be apparent that the principal
could use extra help.

Principals interviewed by the San

Francisco Public Schools Commission were almost unanimous in
stating that they needed additional or outside help to do
their job better.

7

The additional pressures placed on the

principal are causing the people in this key position to look
elsewhere for employment.

An article in Newsweek stated that

-

!~~~~~--~~~~~--~~~~~====~~~~--~~~

a study of 1,600 school principals found that one-quarter
intended to quit.

Worse yet, 60 principals were identified

as exceptionally competent and of this select group one-third
had resigned within one year after the study had been completed.8
The role of the principal, according to Olivero, is
changing.

That is, while most people believe the principal

should be the school's instructional leader, there is little
evidence that most principals have adequate time or knowledge
to perform this function.

He pointed out that there are some

people who feel the principal should not attempt to be the
9
instructional leader of the school.
According to Hoeh, many
principals are now questioning the

feas~bility

and indeed, the

7san Francisco, Public Schools Commission, The Fundamentals of Public School Administration, (San Francisco, May
1976), p. 46.
8 "Burnt-Out Principals," loc. cit.
9olivero, op. cit., p. 12.

14
wisdom of directing primary emphasis towards the improvement
of instruction.

To emphasize his point, he mentions the fol-

lowing factors:

the principal is too far removed.from the

classroom, there is a proliferation of subject specialists,
he lacks the time and inclination to operate from any theoretical model for the improvement of instruction, and the
excessive demands that are being made on his time in other
10
areas.
This viewpoint was not shared by Fraser who felt
that the job of directing the instructional program should be
returned to the principal of the school, and that enough
talented, specially trained assistants, be hired to manage
11
the schoo1.
Klopf indicated the need to evaluate the role
of the principal when he stated:
The need to define further the role and to train
this new breed of school leader who is able to effect
school change in this country and to be more definitive
about his personal characteristics and competencies
would appear to be an urgent one. It has great implications for training programs and for selection
processes.l2
In examining the problems principals must face, Houts felt
that, except for collective bargaining and race relations,
10 James A. Hoeh, ''Feeling Guilty for Not Being an
Instructional Leader? Don't," NASSP Bulletin, 57 (November,
1973), pp. 107.
'
11
Gordon Fraser, "The School Principal: Head Teacher
or Business Manager,'' Educationa Canada, (December, 1971), 45.
12
.
Gordon J. Klopf, "The Principal as an Educational
Leader in the Elementary School," Journal of Research and
Development in Education, (Spring, 1972), p. 123.

.~.
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the problems themselves have actually changed little over the
past three decades but that they have taken on greater complexity.

An example of this complexity might be the principals'

work with the community.

The principal has always had to work

with the community but the difference is the community itself.
It has undergone radical change, thereby, making the princi13
pa 1 , s respons~"b"l"
~ ~ty more d"ff"
~
~cu 1 t.
As the role of the principal changes and the pressures increase it becomes imperative that institutions and
programs train the principal on the competencies that will be
needed to perform the job effectively.

The identification

and targeting of the competencies needed by the principal
become crucial to the principal's survival.
A REVIEW OF PRINCIPAL'S COMPETENCIES
As the job of the school principal changes or
increases in complexity, the competencies that the principal
must perform also change, increase or become more complex.
this section the competencies

In

needed by the principal will be

reported from recent literature, and a specific review will be
made of organizations in California which are having the
greatest impact on the identification of

compet~ncies

needed

by the principal.

13
Paul L. Houts, "The Changing Role of the Elementary
School Principal: Report of a Conference," The National
Elementary Principal, 55 (November/December, 1975), 7.

16
The Competencies of the Principal
To be effectively trained in any field it is imperative that the competencies needed for the specific job be
identified and that training be provided for the person about
to enter that field or job.

In 1980, Knight suggested that

the key competencies of the principal had not yet been identified when he stated:
Based on a thorough review of related research
and/or development literature, those who are or
were in the business of identifying administrator
competencies have not engaged in research to
determine whether their competencies are THE competencies. It appears that most competency researchers
or developers are interested in producing lists of
competencies only.l4
According to Walters, literally thousands of competencies have been identified and published in the literature. 15
Turkington conducted an extensive review of the literature
and found over 3,000 competency statements.

After screening

for duplication he reduced the number to 121 basic competency
statements. 16
14
Letter from Dr. Michael R. Knight, Center for Needs
Assessment and Planning, The Florida State University,
August 27, 1980.
15
David L. Walters, ed., Perceptions of Administrative Competencies: A Survey of School Principals and Superintendents, Temple University ERIC Document, ED 172 361,
1979, p. 3.
16
Harold D. Turkington, "Competencies Required to Perform the Task of Junior Secondary School Principals,"
(unpublished EdD dissertation, Washington State University,
1977), p. 11.

ri-
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The study of the principalship and the competencies
needed for that position is not a new trend.
early study would be a 1929 report by Ayer.

An example of an
He surveyed 762

principals and superintendents from different areas of the
United States.

They reported performing some 29,000 specific

duties in their capacities as school administrators.

Ayer

refined the list until he had 1,000 duties the administrator
must have the ability to perform.

An inspection of Ayers' .list

shows that, in terms of quantity, the greatest

nu~ber

of

duties were in categories identified as executive management
and business management, while the smallest number were in
curriculum, teaching staff, and special activities.

The

duties were distributed into the following categories:

.. .

....

101 duties

1.

General Control

2.

Executive Management.

3.

Business Management

4.

The Teaching Staff.

5.

The Pupils.

6.

The Curriculum.

70 duties

7.

Special Activities.

79 duties

8.

Instruction

9.

Special Services.

...
...

...

169 duties
153 duties
86 duties
120 duties

106 duties
116 duties.

17

17 Fred C. Ayer, "The Duties of Public School Administrators," The.American School Board Journal, 78 (February, 1929)
PP· 25-
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According to Barth, a systematic study of tasks performed by principals during the school day revealed that 58
percent of the principal's time is devoted to management
responsibilities, 17 percent of the time is spent on instructional leadership, 9 percent of the time is focused on public
relations, 8 percent of the time is devoted to liaison
responsibilities, and less than 5 percent of the time is
focused on outside professional activities or personal activities.

Although management: tasks outweigh all others, they

are of a very short duration with one being performed, on the
average, once every eight minutes and lasting about five
minutes each.

Thus, the principal is devoted to many brief
l8
managemen t tasks.
In a study by Cook and Van Otten,

t~e

responding

groups, principals and superintendents, perceived that the
principal ought to function ideally in the following areas as
presented in order of importance:
1.

Staff improvemenet--evaluation, in-service,

involvement in policy formation.
2.

Program evaluation and planning--curriculum

development, instruction.
3.

Staff personnel--assignment, work crinditions,

certification.
18 Roland S. Barth, "Reflections on the Principalship,"
Thrust for Educational Leadership, 9 (May, 1980), p. 5.

---~------~~-~~
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4.

Research and development projects--investigation

of new techniques, innovations, and changes.

5.

Pupil personnel--guidance, counseling service.

6.

Building level organization and control of school

7.

Student control--discipline and attendance.

8.

Community services and community relations.

9.

Business affairs, budget, accounting, and

plant.

purchasing.

10.

District-wide policy development and board of

education staff work.
11.

Student activities supervision including sports

and music.
12.

Auxiliary services--cafeteria, transportation,
19
health and safety.
The duties of the principal were viewed by Yauck as
a series of problems to be dealt with.

He noted that appar-

ent involvement in other matters, such as public relations,
categorical programs and reviews, and general management
tasks, inhibited the principal's-~bility to perform the vital
.
. .
. t rue t.~on. 20
o f superv~s~on
o f ~ns
f unct~on
19 H. H. Cook and K. P. Van Otten, "The Administrative
Behavior of the Junior High School Principal," (unpublished
PhD. dissertation, University of Washington, 1972), p. 132.
20
wilbur A. Yauck, Improving Human Relations in School
Administration (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1949)
pp. 279-96.
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Once the numerous competencies are identified, they
need to be grouped into categories for a more rational analysis.

A grouping of competencies into categories allows for

the significance of each category to be compared and forms a
unit of interpretation for this study.
Nebgen identified 135 competencies which she divided
into eight major categories:

(1) the principal and the

instructional program; (2) the principal and instructional
supervision; (3) the principal and the staff; (4) the principal and the students; (5) the principal and financial/
physical resources; (6) the principal and the community;
(7) the principal and the school system; and, (8) the princi21 Paulo
•
1 · c h aracter~s
• t ~cs.
•
pa 1 I s persona 1 and pro f ess~ona
studied the inservice needs of elementary principals in Riverside County, California.

He used five broad categories in

conducting his research.

The categories ranked in the order

of most need for inservice were:
(2)
(5)

(1) curriculum development;

superv~s~on;

(3) pupil personnel; (4) administration; and
22
community relations.
In a study by Turkington, princi-

pal's competencies were divided into five broad categories
including:

(1) curriculum and instruction; (2) management;

21 Mary K. Nebgen, "A System for the Evaluation of
Urban and Suburban Elementary School Principals," (unpublished
EdD. dissertation, University of the Pacific, 1980, pp. 62-65.
22
william E. Paulo, "In-Service Education Needs of
Elementary School Principals," (unpublished EdD. dissertation,
University of Southern California, 1965), pp. 62-65

21
(3) personnel; (4) student personnel; and (5) community and
23
.
sc h oo 1 re 1 a t ~ons.
The recurrence or duplication of categories is evident in these studies which points to a
generalized agreement in the literature.

This general agree-

ment was useful when arriving at categories for use in this
study.

In addition to these studies, there are groups in

California concerned with administrative training who have
been involved in developing competencies.
California Organizations and
the Principalship
Among the groups in California studying administration training and principal's competencies, the Commission
for Teacher Preparation and Licensing (CTPL) is. the state.
agency in California responsible for issuing credentials in
the field of education and is particularly influential in
effecting programs of administrative pre-service training.
According to Olivero the CTPL, in 1972, conducted an extensive study of competencies needed by administrators to
establish criteria for the training of administrators.

As a

result of the study a set of competencies was organized into
what are known as the Ryan credential program criteria.
was

e~timated

It

that in 1980, only 6.2 percent of California

school administrators held the Ryan Administrative Services
23

Turkington, op. cit., p. 37.

----------------------------------·-----------------------------

22
Credential.
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In discussing the origin of the CTPL competen-

cies, Kane doesn't totally agree with Olivero.

According to

Kane, the CTPL competencies were not developed through a
study of competencies rieeded by administrators, but rather
originated from a panel of subject matter experts.

This

panel put the competency statements together and then hearings were held on them throughout the State. 25 Kane felt
that the CTPL competencies were very broad and, in act,
should be called goals. 26 In this matter, Kane agreed with
Olivero who stated that the CTPL competencies were too
general and that the competencies could be appropriate for
a superintendent or any other level of administration. 27
To receive the Ryan Administrative Services· Credential the candidate must have completed a program at an
institution of higher education approved by the CTPL.

The

completion is not supposed to be dependent on units or
courses completed but on the demonstration of prescribed
competencies.

The CTPL states that:

Upon satisfactory (acceptable) demonstration
of the major areas of competencies and performance
of these competencies at the acceptable levels, as
stated in the professional competence requirements
24 James L. Olivero, The Principalship in California:
Keeper of the Dream (Burlingame, California: The Association
of California School Administrators, August, 1980), p. 23.

25
Statement by Robert Kane, Commission for Teacher
Preparation and Licensing, personal interview, Sacramento,
California, July 24, 1980.
26 Ibid.
2701"~vero, op. cit., p. 59 (mimeographed)
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of your program, a candidate may be recommended for
the Administrative Services Credential without
reliance on completion of a specific number of units
or courses.28
·
The Association of California School Administrators
(ACSA) established a list of 60 major tasks that the principal had to have the competence to perform.

Also identified

were 18 groups with whom the principal must interact in
attempting to meet arl-6D responsibfTities.
fied groups include:

The

r8~d.ent1-

(1) students; (2) certificated teachers;

(3) non-teaching staff; (4) special education; (5) classified
clerical; (6) classified custodial; (7) classified paraprofessionals;

(8).

volunteers; (9). parents;. (10). community

groups, internal; (11) community groups, external; (12) central office personnel; (13) boards; (14) peer administrators;
(15) public agencies; (16) legislative; (17) paraprofessional
29
associations; and (18) teacher training institutions.
According to Olivero the list of 60 responsibilities was
developed by an ACSA ad hoc committee and.he doubts that any
human, without appropriate support services, would have the
30
competence to carry out a 11 t h ese responsl·b·l•t•
l l les.

,.;---

i:;;;
Preparation and Licensing,

29 Association of California School Administrators,
"Special Report: The Changing Role of the Principal."
(Burlingame: Association of School Administrators, May, 1978).

P· 6.
30 olivero, op. cit., p. 9

(Mimeographed.)

----~------------------
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In 1978, the California Assembly Education Task Force
published a report on The School Principal: Recommendations
for Effective Leadership. 31 The report contained a section
dealing with principal's competencies.

This report was

initiated by Assemblyman Dennis Mangers and the competencies
contained in the original report were to later be revised
several times.

Olivero reported that Assemblyman Mangers

together a group of individuals from varlilous agen<ties
and organizations.

Each of the groups had been working on

principal's competencies individually.

The total group

reviewed a list of competencies that had been developed by
Dr. Jim Livingston of Scaramento State University and tiltimately identified a list of 91 competencies that, according
to Olivero, are "the final, comprehensive competency list." 32
Although this list may have been the most current to date it
would appear a little presumptuous to label anything in education, and particularly administrators' competencies, as the
final and comprehe,nsive list.
31 Assembly Education Committee, Task Force for the
Improvement of Pre- and In-Service Training for Public School
Administrators, Dennis Mangers, Chairman, The School Princial: Recommendations for Effective Leadershi , State Printing
0
acramento, Ca i ornia, Septe
}, p. 18.
32 ol'~vero, op. c~. t ., p. 61 .

pi
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THE TRAINING OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
Opinions are varied on the best method of training
school administrators and specifically the school principal.
This section will focus on two general areas:

(1) The Com-

mission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing program for
training administrators in California; and (2) the effective-

Preparation programs prior to the mid-fifties in the
United States, according to Farquhar, consisted of a series
of courses dealing with specific administrative areas such as
personnel administration, school law, school finance, and
33
school organization.
Faber and Shearron stated that a
number of events occurred that changed the pattern of administrative training in the early 1950's.

One factor was the

formation of the National Conference of Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA) in 1947.

The NCPEA focused its

attention on pre-service and in-service programs for administrators, administrative theory, the establishment of
priorities in administration, the administrative internship,
33 Robin H. Farquhar, "Preparation Programs, in,.Educa-tional Administration," Educational Administration: The
Developing Decades, eds. Luvern L. Cunningham, Salter G. Hack,
and Raphael Nystrand (Berkeley: McCutcheon Publishing Corporation, 1977), p. 332.

26
and other issues surrounding the preparation of educational
. . t ra t ors. 34
a d m~n~s

At the conclusion of this administrative

pre-service training the individual is credentialed orcertified.

According to Bridges the functions of the certification

stage of preparation are two-fold:

"to legitimate the indi-

vidual's right to hold an administrative post in educational
institutions and to provide him with a generalist's under·~------------------------------~~~~------------------------------------------------~

standing and skills."..).J

The State of California utilizes a competency based
training program mandated by legislation passed in 1970.
Houston noted that factors in American society have contributed to the development of competency based educatiqn:
accountability and personalization.

From an accountability

perspective, he felt that society expects individuals who
render service, "to not only be knowledgeable in their fields,
but to employ that knowledge successfully in practice as
well."

He further noted that personalizations are possible

as each program of training can be tailored for the specific
individual's needs. 36 According to Lamb:
34 charles F. Faber and Gilbert F. Sherron, Elementary
School Administration: Theory and Practice (New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1970), p. 242.
35 Edwin A. Bridges, "Administrative Preparation: A
Critical Appraisal," Thrust for Educational Leadership
S(April, 1976), 7.
36 Robert W. Houston, ed., Exploring Competency Based
Education (Berkeley:
p. 5.

McCutcheon Publishing Corporation, 1974),

--------------------
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The Ryan Act of 1970 has been the most comprehensive and program-shaking piece of legislation in
California since the Fisher Act of the early 1960's.
Its main thrust is to terminate credential qualification by verification of credit received from an
institution of higher education and move towards
the competency based professional preparation program where institutions are first authorized to
offer such programs and then assigned the responsibility to qualify the level of competence. of their:.candidates.37
The California Assembly Education Task Force reported
that pre-service training programs for school administrators
are conducted at 42 colleges and universities in California.
Courses are offered in different settings and time frames with
day classes for full-time students and evening classes for
professionals who are actively employed.

Supervised field

experiences and internships are also a part of available programs.

Approximately 40 of these institutions of higher learn-

ing have administrator training programs which have been
approved by the California Commission for Teacher Preparation
and Licensing.

Students completing the approved training pro-

grams can receive an Administrative Services credential.

This

enables them to serve in any administrative capacity in California public schools.

In addition, all candidates are

required to hold a valid teaching or pupil personnel credential.

Additionally, all candidates must have completed at

37 Gene Lamb, The California Competency-Based Program
·for Credentialing School Administrators, U.S., Educational
Resources Information Center, ERIC Document ED 083 705, 1973.

28
least three years of successful teaching or counseling
.
38
exper~ence.

According to The Commission for Teacher Preparation
and Licensing, an approved program for the Administrative
Services Credential:
. . . shall develop potential administrators
capable of meeting current needs in the field.
To this end, it is essential that recruitment,

l------------~se~~cLi<Jn,-anu~e~~on~~i~ia-i11~u~h-programs------------------~

be based on those competencies requisite to this
goal. 39
A program proposed to offer the Administrative Services Credential, according to the Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing, must be developed following a
prescribed procedure.

The procedure included a program plan

which could be established only after input from school board
members, interested citizens, teachers, supervisors, administrators from all levels in the geographic area served by the
training institution, training institution faculty and administration.

Evidence had to be provided to show that

contributions from all required participating groups were
included in the development of the program plan.
38

40

Assembly Education Committee, op. cit., pp. 17-22.

39c omm~ss~on
.
.
for Teacher Preparation and Licensing,

op. cit. , P· 2.
40c omm~ss~on
.
.
for Teacher Preparation and Licensing,
op. cit., P· 1.

-
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The Effectiveness of Administrative
Pre-service Training
The report of the Assembly Education Committee Task
Force stated, "according to many principals, their academic
training did not prepare them for their responsibilities as
41 The
school administrators."
Assembly Educati.on Committee
Task Force cited as a basis for their position an article

Mazzarella noted that "not only are school administrators
faced with a lack of time, resources, and power; most of them
feel their training left them unprepared for dealing with
these and other major problems." 42 Principals who have been
,_recen:tly trained, according to the Assembly Education Committee Task Force, find the role of the principal to be
complex and dynamic.

The Task Force concluded that, because

each community shapes the values, interests and aspirations
of its children, pre-service training cannot fully prepare
administrators and other school staff to meet the diverse and
changing needs of the pupils they serve. 43 Effective leadership in the public schools may not be possible unless the
principal receives additional support and assistance.

The

41 Assembly Education Committee, op. cit., p. 21.
42 Jo Ann Mazzarella, Leadersh!Lp Effectiveness
(Burlingame: Association of California School Administrators,
1979), p. 7.

43 Assembly Education Committee, op. cit., p. 32.
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Assembly Education Committee Task Force declared that many of
today's principals were trained at a time when high priority
was given to management behaviors that are no longer applicable.44
Bridges and Baehr stated that school officials and
professors of educational administration must develop valid
means for identifying effective school administrators, as
training alone has not shown to be an effective predictor of
45
success.
Bridges and Baehr also stated that most studies.
show no relationship between the amount of educational training and subsequent success in educational administration as
46
judged by superiors and subordinates.
Technical and professional knowledge gained through course work, according to
Bridges, seems to be of little assistance to the school admin·istrator.

The mastery of the content of educational

administration, namely, school law, finance, personnel, and
school facilities, shows little, if any, relationship for the
. . 1 . 47
success o f t h e sc hoo 1 prLncLpa
44 Ibid. p. 33.
45 Edwin Bridges and Melany Baehr, "The Future of
Administrator Selection Procedures," Administrators Notebook,
XIX (January, 1971), 3.
46 Ibid. p. 2.

47 BrL·d ges, op. cL•t . , p. 3 .
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Watson found that principals in Indiana felt most
competent in the functions of student personnel administration and personnel administration.

They perceived themselves

least competent in interpreting state and federal regulations,
budgeting and finance and curriculum development.

Principals

perceived that their competencies in these areas were learned
on the job and that training methods that parallel or include
on-the-job experience were considered the most valuable.

The

least valuable method of training was seen as simulation
which is the method most often attributed to institutions of
. h er e d ucat~on.
.
49
h ~g

The positive value of administrative training at
institutions of higher education appears to be in doubt.
Campbell, Bridges, and Nystrand noted that most studies show
no relationship between the amount of educational training and
. . t ra t or. 49
su b sequen t success as an a d m~n~s

Lipham stated that

the number of years devoted to graduate study by school admin50
istrators were unrelated to their effectiveness.
Bridges
was even more critical of pre-service training when he stated:
48 Betty Watson,"A Study of the Relationship of Age,
Experience, Degrees, Prior Positions, and School Size to
Competencies in Seven Selected Job Functions as Perceived by
Principals of Indiana Public Secondary School", (EdD. dissertation, Indiana University, 1979), p. 120.
49 Roald F. Campbell, Edwin M. Bridges, and Raphael
Nystrand, Introduction to Educational Administration (Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1977), p. 328.
50 James M. Lipham, "The Personal Variables of Effective Administrators," Administrators Notebook, IX (September,
1960)' 3.
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There appears to be a negative relationship
between the instructional flexibility of elementary
schools and the extent of the principal's preparation in education~l administration~ Schools that
are managed by principals with little formal preparation in school administration apparently make
a greater effort to vary curriculum, materials, and
methods fccording to the needs of the pupils being
served. 5
The adequacy of training might rest in the overall
-

ll----------'quaLLt}'.__o_f__t_h_e~pr_o_gr_am_.____The__AKs_embl¥_Rduc_ati_o_n_C_ommLtJ:_e_eJas-"-------------i..

Force report stated that the present (Ryan Act) licensing system lacks high standards for evaluating the adequacy of a
candidate's preparation.

A further denouncement was that the

competency areas adopted by the Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing were so broad that programs that did
not include specific or measurable requirements may be
52
approved.
Elementary principals in California, according to
Bridges, attributed their success to practical experience.
In fact, he declared that less than two.percent singled out
college or graduate preparation as an important determinant
·
· 1.
o f t h eir success in t h e ro 1 e o f pr1nc1pa

53

Gr1pps
.
reporte d

that principals rated their experience as principal, their

51B r1.d ges, op. cit. , p. 3.
52 Assembly Education Committee, op. cit., pp. 21-22.
53 B ·d
.
r1 ges, op. c1t.,
p. 3

j~
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teaching experience, and their teacher training as being more
useful in their job than the formal administrative training
. d . 54
t h ey rece~ve
Griffiths recommended that interns be exposed for a
series of clinical experiences throughout the entire preparation program.

He also recommended that these experiences

be followed by several short internships, and designed to
accomplish a single limited objective.

To-·oom{hlece bhe

clinical experience, he recommended a lengthy (one or two
semester) internship with a skilled administrator.

The

stu~

dent will learn about the pressures faced by administrators,
the informal organization of the school, and communitypressure.

He felt that strictly academic experiences do not

efficiently prepare the student to be an administrator or
55
provide the "feel" of administration.
There are many who feel that institutional training
is of-little value to the school administrator but this viewpoint is not unanimous.

In a study by Walter, principals in

southeastern Pennsylvania and southern New Jersey were
studied to determine the importance of a battery of
54

Paul Cripps, Testimony to the Assembly Permanent
Sub-Committee on Educational Reform, Interim Hearings on
School Principals at San Diego, California, November 15, 1976,
p 3
0

0

55

Daniel E. Griffiths, "Preparation Programs for Administrators," Educational Administration: The Developing
Decades, ed 5. Luvern L. Cunningham, Walter G. Hack, and
Rafael Nystrand (Berkeley, McCutcheon Publishing Co., 1977),
pp. 433-34.
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competencies, the level at which they were acquired, and the
degree of assistance his or her own academic program had been
in acquiring the competency.

The competencies

were·~stated

in

practitioners' terms and nearly all principals reported that
their own academic programs had been of assistance in acquir56 Sergiovanni and Carver felt that
.
th ese compe t enc~es.
.
~ng
the administrator whose behavior is not grounded in theory is
"flying by the seat of his pants" in a hit and miss fashion.

37

Berman and Laughlin reported that research indicates
that staff development is critical to effective programs.
They proclaimed that all principals and other school staff
should have continuing opportunities to develop and upgrade
skills. 58 According to Wood, "If the principalship is to
survive as a viable dynamic position in education, then it is
imperative that further ·research be conducted on how best to
prepare and continually update the training of the secondary
school leader. 59

57 Thomas J·. Sergiovanni and Fred D. Carver, The New
School Executive (New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1975),

PP· 2-7.

58 P. Berman and McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting Change (Santa Monica: Rand Corporation, April 1975),
p. 23.
59 charles L. Wood, "Preparation, Insrvice for School
Teachers," NASSP Bulletin, 58 (September, 1974), 117.
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SUMMARY
The role of the principal has been identified as
the key position in the educational system.

Changes in

society and the schools have combined to make the principal's
job more difficult.

The difficulty is brought about, among

other things, by new state and federal laws, politically
active teachers and community, and overall declining financial support for the public schools.
As the principalship becomes more difficult, the
number of skills or competencies needed by the principal
grows.

Researchers have listed under one hundred competencies

to well over a thousand.

The identification of the most cru-

cial competencies becomes extremely difficult.

In California,

The Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing used a
committee of subject matter experts to establish a list of
competencies needed by school administrators.

This list of

competencies forms the base for all administrator training
programs under the Ryan Act.

Under the Ryan Act-, prospective

administrators must demonstrate those competencies before they
are recommended for the Administrative Services Credential by
an institution of higher education.
Opinions are varied as to the best way to train
administrators.

Several authors indicate that there is a

negative relationship between the amount of formal training
and an individual's success as a school administrator.
writers feel practical on-the-job experience is the best

Many

36
preparation for a school administrator.

Although the value

·of administrative pre-service training is seriously questioned, there are some who believe that it is effective and
the administrator who is not well grounded in theory is not
going to be extremely effective.
Chapter Three describes the procedure of the study
~----------~i~n~c~l~u~d~~~·n=g

the collection of the data, the criteria for the

questionnaire, and the treatment of the data including the
statistical measures to be employed.

--------------

--

-----------
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Chapter III

THE PROCEDURE
The purpose of this study was to determine the
effectiveness of administrative pre-service training under
the provisions of the Ryan Act.

In this chapter, the pro-

cedures unde.rtaken to accomplish this task are outlined and
discussed under the following headings:

(1) development of

the survey, (2) sample selection, and (3) statistical treat·ment of the data.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SURVEY
t;=

Relevant books, periodicals, journals, and unpublished materials were reviewed in order to collect current;
information on the responsibilities of the principal.

Through

the literature review, hundreds of competencies for the school
principal and numerous categories into which the identified
competencies could be classified were identified.

From this

review, four major sources were utilized in identifying the
competencies and competency categories that would be used for
this study.

These four sources appeared to synthesize all

the material that was reviewed.

A recent doctoral disserta-

tion by Nebgen was used as one source because of its recency

37
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and thoroughness in rating competencies. 1

A second source

was a survey conducted by the Association of California School
2
A survey conducted of principals by the
Administrators.
Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing was also
used as a source for this study. 3 The competencies identified
by the Assembly Education Committee Task Force for the Improvement of Pre-Service and In-Service Training for Public School
Administrators served as the fourth major source from which
competencies and competency categories were derived for this
study. 4
A careful examination of the major categories or
group headings of the four major sources revealed a great deal
of similarity among the categories.

A slight modification to

the categories of the Commission for Teacher Preparation and
Licensing study was made and utilized for this study as these
categories best represented a composite of the four sources. 5
1
Mary K. Nebgen, A System for the Evaluation of
Urban and Suburban Elementary School Principals'(EdD dissertation, University of the Pacific, 1980), pp. 91-167.
2
Letter from Richard T. Cooper, President of the Association of California School Administrators, September 8, 1980.
3Marjorie B. Brodt,":Results of the Principal Training Survey"(Sacramento: Commission for Teacher Preparation
and Licensing, 1980), p. 3-7.
(Mimeographed.)
4
Assembly Education Committee, Task Force for the
Improvement of Pre-and In-Service Training for Public School
Administrators, Dennis Mangers, Chairman, The School Principal:
Recommendations for Effect~ve Leadership, State Printing
Office (Sacramento, California, September 1978), 12-18.
5

Brodt, op. cit., pp. 3-7.

39
The six categories of competencies used in this study were:
Educational Program, Personnel Management, Leadership, School/
Community Relations, Governance and Legal Processes, and
School Management.
To determine the competencies that would be listed
within each category, the four sources were compared.

It was

found that many competencies overlapped or were included in
more broadly worded competencies.

The Nebgen study, for

example, rated one hundred thirty-five competencies while the
other sources used in this study contained fewer competencies
that were broader in scope and that included many of the competencies used by Nebgen. 6 When comparing the sources, an
effort was made to identify those competencies that were
highly rated or had a high rate of recurrence.

The competen-

cies with this high identification factor were isolated and
a list of thirty-seven competencies was developed for this
study.
The questionnaire used in this' study was constructed
to identify the competencies that were important to the school
principal and assess the principals' perception of the adequacy
of the pre-service training they received on the competency.
The instrument had a general heading in which the respondent
was to check position; credential type; name the institution
where the credential was earned; the school level the

6

Nebgen, op. cit., pp. 91-167.
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principal was currently assigned to; the school location; and
the school size.

Specific competencies in statement form were

listed in six categories.

Respondents were asked to circle

a number on a five-point Likert scale which indicated their
opinion on the relative importance of a competency from "very
unimportant" to

"very important.

11

Respondents were also asked

by circling a number on the five-point Likert scale from "very
poor" to "excellent.

11

Standards of validity and reliability are essential
characteristics of any research instrument.

The survey was

submitted for content validation to a panel of three school
principals.

The principals each served at a different level

with one from an elementary school, one from a junior high
school, and one from a high school.

The research instrument

was also submitted to the committee responsible for this
dissertation.

The instrument was then revised based on their

comments and suggestions.

To establish survey reliability,

the split half method was used utilizing the responses of
fifteen respondents.

Comparisons of the responses for the

two parts yielded a correlation coefficient of .82, indicating that the survey responses were stable ( p

< .01).

THE SAMPLE
The sample group utilized in this study consisted of
forty-six elementary school principals, thirty-four junior

----·------------------
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high school principals, and thirty-six high school principals
who had earned administrative credentials under the provisions
of the Ryan Act.

To select the sample, the California Public

Schools Directories for 1978 and 1980 were compared to identify
those people in the position of principal who were listed in
the 1980 directory but not in the 1978 directory. 7 This was
done to identify those principals who were new to the principalship and therefore would most likely have been credentialed
under the provisions of the Ryan Act.

A group of five hundred

fifty-eight elementary school principals, one hundred twelve
junior high school principals, and one hundred thirty-nine
high school principals were identified from comparing

th~

two

directories.
To identify the sample of Ryan Act credentialed principals from the one thousand sixty-seven

prin~ipals

who were

listed in the 1980 California Public Schools Directory but
not in the 1978 directory, a systematic sample with an interval of four was used to select one hundred thirty-five
elementary school principals for inclusion in a first mailing.
All identified junior high and high school principals were
included in the first mailing.

The systematic sample of

elementary school principals was done to make the study more
manageable and provide study groups of similar size.

The

study was designed to measure the importance of selected
7california Public Schools Directory (Sacramento:
Government Printing Office, 1978 and 1980):
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competencies and the adequacy of training received on those
competencies

by principals from the elementary, junior high,

and high school levels.

Although there were a far greater

number of principals at the elementary level available for
inclusion in this study, this would not have contributed to
the accuracy of the findings.
The first mailing consisted of a letter of introduction and explanation about the study and a self-addresssed,
stamped return postcard.

The postcard was used to gain

information about the principal including:

type of creden-

tial and how it was earned, level of school, location of
school, size of school, and whether the respondent would
agree to participate in the study.

A response rate of

sixty-nine percent provided a sample of one hundred thirteen
principals who had earned their credential under the provisions of the Ryan Act.

The results of the first mailing

are shown in Table 1.
The school size factor did not yield enough respondents in any one cell to be used as a focus in this study.
Among those who responded to the first mailing but were not
included in the study, thirty had received the Ryan credential
by examination and one hundred fifteen received their credentials before the Ryan Act went into effect.

43

Table 1
,,·,

u--

SURVEY GROUPS

Elementary

Jr. High

High School

Earned Ryan
~--------------~~-~~~~ia~~----~~~--------------~33--------------~36--------------~

Urban

8

7

8

Suburban

20

15

15

Rural

16

11

13

STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF THE DATA
To discover how each group compared regarding the
relative importance of each competency and the adequacy of
training for those competencies, the following statistical
treatment was used:
~-

1.

A mean score was calculated for each competency's

importance for each of the respondent groups--elementary
school principals, junior high school principals, and high
school principals.

A total group mean for each competency as

to its importance was also calculated.

-
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2.

A mean score was calculated for each competency

on adequacy of training for each of the respondent groups-elementary school principals, junior high school principals,
and high school principals.

A total group mean of all respon-

dents was also calculated for each competency on the adequacy
of training.

the six categories used in the study, for each of the respondent groups--elementary school principals, junior higp school
principals.

The competencies were also ranked by importance,

within the six categories used in the study, based on a total
group mean of all respondents.
4.

The competencies were ranked by adequacy of train-

ing, within the six categories used in the study, for each of
the respondent groups--elementary school principal, junior high
school principals, and high school principals.

The competen-

cies were also ranked by adequacy of training based on a·total
group mean of all respondents.
5.

A mean score for each category was computed on

the importance of the competencies in that category for each
respondent group.

The mean score·of each respondent group

in each category was compared using an analysis of variance
to determine if a significant difference existed at the

.05

level among the respondent groups on the importance of each
category.
6.

A mean score for each category was computed on

the adequacy of training in that category for each respondent

c=-c.:~--
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group.

The mean score of each respondent group in each cate-

gory was compared using an analysis of variance to determine
if a significant difference existed at the

.OS level among

the respondent groups on the adequacy of training in each
category.
7.

A mean score was calculated for each category for

urban, suburban, and rural elementary school principals.

A

mean score was calculated for each category for urban, suburban, and rural junior high school principals.

A mean score

was calculated for each category for urban, suburban, and
rural high school principals.
8.

A mean score was calculated for each category for

elementary school principals from schools with enrollment of
0-250, 251-500, 501-750, and 751 plus.

A mean score was cal-

culated for each category for junior high school principals
from schools with enrollments of 0-250, 251-500, 501-1,000,
and 1,001 plus.

A mean score was calculated for each category

for high school principals from schools with enrollments of
0-250, 251-500, 501-1,000, 1,001-1,500, 1,501-2,000 and 2,001
plus.

SUMMARY
A literature review was undertaken to determine the
current expert opinion regarding the role and responsibilities
of the public school principal and the adequacy of training
received by public school principals.

As a result of this

-----··--------

-------
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literature review, a survey was developed which listed thirtyseven principal competencies in six general categories.

This

survey was submitted to one hundred thirteen practicing pub-

d'!

~-

lic school principals who have earned the Ryan c.r.ede_nti.al at_
an institution of higher education.

For each competency sur-

vey respondents rated the relative importance of the competency
and indicated their opinion on how well they were trained to
perform each competency.

The results of the surveys were

analyz-ed to determine significance of differences between
respondent groups on the importance of competencies and the
adequacy of training.
presented and analyzed.

In the next chapter, the data will be

Chapter IV
Data Analyses
The data reported in this chapter are organized into
three sections:

analyses of the sample, analyses of the

survey results, and summary of the chapter.

In the first

section, the number of survey respondents according to school
level is presented.

In the second section, analyses of the

survey data are presented in eight subsections:

the princi-

pal and the educational program, the principal and personnel
management, the principal and leadership, the principal and
school/community relations, the principal and governance and
legal processes, the principal and school management, competency category scores, and principals overview of training
adequacy.

The categories are examined to see if a significant

difference exists on the perceptions of principals from different levels (elementary, junior high and high school),
locations and school size on the relative importance and
adequacy of training.

In the third section, the findings of

the data are summarized.
Analyses of the Sample
The total number of individuals receiving the survey
was 113.

Of these, 44 were elementary school principals
47
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and 36 were high school principals.

An introductory letter

describing the survey and its purpose was sent with each
survey.· A letter of reminder was sent for non-respondents
nine days after the initial survey mailing.

Included with

the letter of reminder was a copy of a letter of support from
the Association of California School Administrators to further encourage the non-respondents to respond.

A description

of the respondents by level is shown in Table 2.
Table 2
Survey Respondents

School Level

Number of
Respondents

Usable
Surveys

Percent
Returned

Percent
Usable

Elementary

34

31

77

70

Junior High

24

20

72

60

High School

26

20

72

56

Total

84

71

74

63

E1ementary ·prirrc.ipals ·had . the highest· perc:entage of
survey responses.

The percentage of responses from junior

high principals and high school principals was the same.
Although only those who had initially indicated they had
earned a Ryan credential were selected to participate, returns
from 13 respondents were not usable in the study as the
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respondents had acquired their credential by examination only,
held a pre-Ryan credential, or had been trained in a state
other than California.

A total of 74 percent of the surveys

were returned of which 63 percent were usable.
Analyses of Survey Results
This study was designed to determine the effectiveness
of administrative pre-service training under the provisions
of the Ryan Act.

The survey results are presented in this

chapter and are focused on the following questions:
1.

From a list of competencies arranged into six
major categories, which competencies are considered most important by principals serving
at the elementary, junior high, and high
school levels?

This question was answered by rank ordering, according to mean scores on importance, the specific competencies
used in this study.

The competencies were rank ordered,

within the various categories for elementary school principals,
junior high school principals, high school principals, and
the three levels of principals combined.
2.

From a list of competencies arranged into six
categories, which competencies do principals
at the elementary, junior high, and high school
levels feel they were most adequately trained
to perform?

--------·----------------,-------
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This question was answered by rank ordering, according to mean scores on adequacy of training, the specific
competencies used in this study.

The competencies were rank

ordered, within the various categories, for elementary
school principals, junior high school principals, high school
principals, and the three levels of principals combined.
3.

Are there significant differences in the perceptions of principals from the elementary,
junior high, and high school levels as to the.
importance of competency categories used in
this study?

This question was answered by comparing the responses
of the principals by level on the importance of each category
using an analysis of variance.

The results of this ANOVA are

discussed in this section.
4.

Are there significant differences in the perceptions of principals from the elementary,
junior high, and high school levels as to the
\

adequacy of training received on the competency
categories used in this study?
This question was answered by comparing the responses
of the principals by level on the adequacy of training
received for each category using an analysis of variance.
The results of this ANOVA are discussed in this section.
The study was originally designed to be able to group
survey respondents from the elementary, junior high, and high
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school levels by the size of their school and the location
(urban, suburban, or rural) of their school.

Due to the small

number of available principals with earned Ryan Act credentials it became apparent that further attempts to sub-group
would result in cell or group sizes so small that the data
generated would have little, if any, significance.

For this

reason the study maintains a focus on Ryan Act credentialed
principals serving at the elementary, junior high, and high
school levels.
The analyses of the survey results are divided into
eight subsections.

The first six subsections correspond to

the six competency categories used in the study and the final
two subsections focus on overall competency category scores
and training adequacy.

In each subsection, the findings of

the survey are reported and discussed.
The Principal and the
Educational Program
A total of six specific competencies of the principal
were included in the category of education program.

The

respondents indicated the importance of the competency and how
well they felt they were trained to perform the competency.
Competency Importance.

A mean score for each compe-

tency and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
were considered most important by principals from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels.

The three levels

~
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of principals ranked the same competency, "evaluate teachers
performance and assist in instructional improvement," and
"develop or modify a course of study."

A review of Table 3

shows that the ranking for all other competencies were inconsistent among the three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were rank ordered from most
to least important, a review of Table 4 shows that all six
competencies scored at least 3.5 on a scale of one to five
which reflected that all were considered quite important.
Adequacy of Training.

A mean score for each compe-

tency, and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
the principals from the three levels felt they were most adequately trained to perform.

The three groups ranked the same

competency, "develop a school discipline system," sixth on
adequacy of training.

A review of Table 3 shows that the

rankings for all other competencies were inconsistent among
the three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were ranked from most adequately trained to least adequately trained, a review of
~~

Table 4 shows that no competency scored lower than the midpoint score of 3.0 on adequacy of training.

A further review

reveals that the scores among the three levels of administrators were consistent and within a relatively narrow range.
Importance of Training Discrepancies.

A review of

Table 3 shows that one competency showed a discrepancy of
three place rankings from importance to adequacy of training.

~=-~

Table 3
The Principal and the Educational Program
Rapk Order of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy
!.

Rank Order!

All Groups
Competency

Imp.

Train.

Elementary
Principals

Imp.

Junior High
Principals

IImp.

Train.

High School
Principals

Train

Imp.

Train.

1

1.

Evaluate teachers perfonnance
and assist in instructional .
improvement

1

3

1

2

jl

4

1

4

2.

Provide for a balanced instructional program

2

1

2

l

)3

1

2

1

3.

Develop a school discipline
system

3

6

4

6

12

6

3

6

4.

Evaluate the effectiveness
of educational programs

4

2

3

3

14

2

3

2

5.

Create an innovative environment

5

5

5

5

5

4'

5

3

6.

Develop or modify a course
of study

6

4

6

4

6

3

6

4
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Table 4
The Principal and the Educational Program
Mean Scores of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy
!

Rank Order!

All Groups
Imp.

Competency

Train.

Elementary
Principals
Imp.

Train.

Jruor High
Principals
Imp.

High School
Principals

Train.

Imp.

Train.

I

1

1.

Create an innovative environment

4.27

2.90

4.23

2.77

4.130

2.95

4.30

3.05

2.

Provide for a balanced instructional program

4.61

3.39

4.61

3.45

4.!50

3.40

4. 70

3.30

3.

Evaluate teachers' performance
and assist in instructional
improvement

4.86

3.10

4.84

3.30

2.95

4.85

2.95

4.

Develop a school discipline
system

4.56

2.69

4.45

2.63

2.60

4.55

2.85

5.

Develop or modify a course of
study

3.90

3.01

3.84

3.07

3.00

4.00

2.95

6.

Evaluate the effectiveness of
educational programs

4.51

3.21

4.58

3.29

3.20

4.55

3.10

4.45

3.05
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3l90
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"Develop a school discipline system" was ranked third in
importance, yet was ranked sixth or last on adequacy of training received.

_

Category of Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to deter-

mine if principals from different levels perceived the
category as more important or the adequacy of their· training
as being different.

The results of the ANOVA showed that

there was no significant difference on how principals at different levels perceived the importance of the category or the
adequacy of training.

The data for this ANOVA are located in

the appendix.
Competency Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to determine

if principals from the three levels perceived each competency
on importance and also adequacy of training as being different.
This was done for each of the six competencies included in the
category.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there was no

significant difference on how principals at different levels
perceived the importance of the competency or the adequacy of
training.
The Princital and
Personne Management
A total of six specific competencies of the principal
were included in the category of personnel management.

The

respondents indicated the importance of the competency and
how well they felt they were trained to perform the competency.
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Competency Importance.

A mean score for each compe-

tency and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
were considered most important by principals from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels.

The three levels

of principals ranked the same competencies, "utilize the
teachers contract in handling personnel matters,

II

and "assist

staff members in dealing with personnel matter1?;" as next to
last and last on importance.

A review of Table 5 shows that

the rankings of all other competencies were inconsistent
among the three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were rank ordered from most
to least important, a review of Table 6 shows that all six
competencies scored at least 3.5 on a scale of one to five
which reflected that all were considered quite important.
Adequacy of Training.

A mean score for each compe-

tency, and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in

.

this category
was calculated to determine which competencies
.
the principals from the three levels felt they were most
adequately trained to perform.

The three groups ranked the
-~

~~---o-c

same competencies, "utilize the teachers contract in handling
personnel matters" and "assist staff members in dealing with
personnel matters," as next to last and last on adequacy of
training.

A review of Table 5 shows that the rankings for

all other competencies were inconsistent among the three
levels of principals.

o;=--
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Table 5
The Principal and Personnel Management
Rank Order of ('A)mpetency ·Importance
and Training Adequacy

Rank Order

All Groups
Competency

Elementary·
Principals

Jtmior High
Principals

High School
Principals

Imp.

Train.

Imp.

Train.

Imp.

Train.

Imp.

Tratn.

3

2

1

1

1.

Select the most competent
candidate for 6nployment

1

3

1

4

2.

Provide for open, honest and
ongoing corrmunications within
the school

2

1

2

1

I

1

1

2

2

3.

Make staff members feel important

3

2

3

2

I 1

2

4

3

4.

Encourage staff participation
in programs

4

4

4

3

I

4

4

3

4

5.

Utilize the teachers contract in
handling personnel 1natters

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

6.

Assist staff members in dealing
with personnel matters

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

5
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Table 6
The Principal and Personnel Management
Mean Scores ·of -cdmpetence Iinportanc.e
and Training Adequacy

-----------------------------------------------------------·ri--------------------Rank
All Groups

Competency

Imp.

Train.

Ordelr

Elementary
Principals
Imp.
Train.

Junior High
Principals
Imp.
Train.

High School
Principals
Imp.
Train.

"1.

Make staff feel important

4.51

3.24

4~48

3.33

4. 75

3~25

4.30

3.10

·2.

Assist staff members in dealing
with personnel matter:·

3.76

2.67

3.71

2.52

3.85

2.70

3.75

2.85

'3.

Select the most competent candidates
for employment

4.80

3.01

4.84

2.97

4. 70

3.25

4.84

3.84

4.

Encourage staff participation
in programs

4.41

2.99

4.45

3.10

4.35

2.90

4.40

2.90

5.

Utilize the teachers contract in
haridling personnel matters

4.10

2.74

4.00

2.70

4.20

2.80

4.15

2.75

6.

Provide for open, honest, and
ongoing communication within·
the school

4.79

3.38

4.81

3.48

4. 75

3.40

4.80

3.20

4.40

3.01

Category Mean
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The competencies were ranked from most adequately
trained to least adequately trained.

A review of Table 6

shows that three competencies scored above and three scored
below the midpoint score of 3.0 on adequacy of training.

A

further review reveals that the scores among the three levels
of administrators were relatively consistent and within a
relatively narrow range.

-

Importance and Training Discrepancies.

A review of

Table 5 shows no competency showed a discrepancy of three
place rankings from importance to adequacy of training.
"Select the most competent candidates for employment" did
show a discrepancy of three place rankings· for elementary
principals but this discrepancy did not appear for the other
two levels of principals.
Category Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to determine

if principals from different levels perceived the category as
more important or the adequacy of their training as being_
aifferent.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there was no

significant difference on how principals at different levels
perceived the importance of the category or the adequacy of
training.

The data for this ANOVA are located in the appendix.

Competency Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to determine

if principals frcom the three levels perceived each competency
on importance and also adequacy of training as being different.

This was done for each of the six competencies included

in the category.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there

,-~-------------------------------
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was no significant difference on how principals at different
levels perceived the importance of competency on the adequacy
of training.
The Principal and Leadership
A total of six specific competencies of the principal
were included in the category of leadership.

The respondents
----- - -

---

-------- - - - - - - - - -

--i11cricateathe importance- oE thecompei::ency-and how well they
felt they were trained to perform the competency.
Competency Importance.

A mean score for each compe-

tency and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in this
category was calculated to determine which competencies were
considered most important by principals from the elementary,
junior high, and high school levels.

The three levels of

principals ranked the same competencies, "make decisions" and
"utilize techniques designed to motivate staff to perform
their duties effectively," as first and second in importance.
A review of Table 7 shows that the ranking for all other cornpetencies were inconsistent among the three levels of
principals.
Although the competencies were rank ordered from most
to least important, a review of Table 8 shows that all six
competencies scored at least 3.5 on a scale of one to five
which reflected that all were considered quite important.
Adequacy ·of training.

A mean score for each cornpe-

tency, and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies

~--~~----~
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the principals from the three levels felt they were most adequately trained to perform.

The three groups ranked the same

competency, "make decisions," first on adequacy of training.
It should be noted the competency, "make decisions," was
ranked first on both importance and adequacy of training.

A

review of Table 3 shows that the rankings for all other competencies were inconsistent among the three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were ranked from most adequately trained to least adequately trained, a review of
Table 8 shows that only one competency scored lower than the
midpoint score of 3.0 on adequacy of training.

A further

review reveals the. scores among the three levels of administrators were consistent and within a relatively narrow range.
Importance and Training Discrepancies.

A review of

Table 7 shows that two competencies showed a discrepancy of
three place rankings from importance to adequacy of training.
"Deal with conflict situations and controversial issues" was
ranked third in importance, yet was ranked sixth or last on
adequacy of training received.

"Delegate responsibility" was

ranked fifth in importance, yet was ranked second on adequacy
of training received.
Category Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to determine

if principals from different levels perceived the category
as more important or the adequacy of their training as being
different.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there was

no significant difference on how principals at different
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Table 7
The Principal and Leadership
Rank Order for Competency
Importance and Training
Adequacy

I

Rank Order

All Groups
Imp.

Competency

Train.

Elementary
Principals
Imp.
Train.

Junior High
Principals
Imp.
Train.

High School
Principals
Imp. Train.

1.

fvlake decisions

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2.

Utilize techniques designed to
motivate staff to perform their
duties effectively

2

4

2

4

2

3

2

3

3.

Deal with conflict situations and
controversial issues

3

6

4

4

3

6

3

6

4.

Initiate change ~n a way which
provides oppportunities for
program development and ownership

4

3

3

2

6

2

5

5

5.

Delegate responsibility

5

2

5

2

4

4

3

2

6.

Plan and organize meetings so
that the focus stays on the
appropriate task

6

5

5

6

5

4

6

4
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Table 8
The Principal and Leadership
Mean Scores for Dompetency
Importance and Training
Adequacy
- - - - - - - --
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Rank Ord,ler

All Groups
Imp.

Competency

Elementary
Principals

Train.

Imp.

Train.

Junior High
Principals
I

]mp.

High School
Principals

Train.

Imp.

Train.

3.15

4.60

3.25

2.80

4.50

2.75

3.55 .

4.85

3.40

I

3.10

4.50

3.35

I

3.30

4.42

3.11

3.10

4.20

3.20

1.

1.

2.

4.65

Utilize techniques designed to
motivate staff to perform their
duties effectively

3.13

4.68

3.03

I

4.65
I

Deal with conflict situations
and controversial issues

4.56

2.89

4.58

3.03

4,.60

3.

Make decisions

4. 77

3.53

4.78

3.60

4,. 70

4.

Delegate

4.45

3.23

4.39

3.23

4!.50

5.

Initiate change in a way which
provides opportunities for
program development and
ownership

4.50

3.22

4.65

3.23

4i.35

Plan and organize meetings so that
the focus stays on the appropriate
task

4.35

6.

I

res~nsibility

i
•

1

•

mrr1~"il

"·

!

I

3.01

4.39

2.83

45

0"\

w

4.55

Category Mean

I

I

I

'I

']·"

3.17

,,
'

.:1 ;;
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levels perceived the importance of the category or the adequacy of training.

The data for this ANOVA are located in

the appendix.
Competency Comparison .. An ANOVA was used to determine if principals from the three levels perceived each
competency on importance and also adequacy of training as
-

being different_._]'his__ ~&~Ldon~_f:Qr_e_ae_b_ Qf_t:he __ s_ix__cQmpe...-. ______.__ .
tencies included in the category.

The results of the ANOVA

showed that there was no significant difference on how principals at different levels perceived the importance of the
competency or the adequacy of training.
The Principal and School/
Community Relations
A total of five specific competencies of the principal were included in the category of school/community
relations.

The respondents indicated the importance of the

competency and how well they felt they were trained to perform
the competency.
Competency Importance.

A mean score for each compe-

tency and rank ordering of the specific competencies in this
category was calculated to determine which competencies were
considered most important by principals from the elementary,
junior high, and high school levels.

The three levels of

principals ranked the same competencies, "develop and maintain communication between school and community" and "conduct
·parent conferences and reply to parent concerns," first and
second on importance.

They also ranked "identify and work

-
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with different power groups within the community" as the
least important competency in the category.

A review of

Table 9 shows that the rankings for all the competencies were
I

quite consistent among the three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were rank ordered from most
to least important, a review of Table 10 shows that all six
competencies scored at least 3.5 on a scale of one to five
which reflected that all were considered quite important.
Adequacy of Training.

A mean score for each compe-

tency, and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
the principals from the three levels felt they were most
adequately trained to perform.

The three groups rank the

same competency, "develop and maintain communication between
school and community," first on adequacy of training.

A

review of Table 9 shows that the ranking for all other competencies were inconsistent among the three levels· of principals.
The competencies were ranked from most adequately
trained to least adequately trained.

A review of Table 10

shows that three of the five competencies scored below the
midpoint score of 3.0 on adequacy of training and only two
scored above.

A further review reveals that the scores among

the three levels of administrators were consistent and within
a relatively narrow range.

,..1---~-o

Table 9
The Principal and School/Community Relations
Rank Order of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy

I

Rank ilider
I

AlfGroups

Eleriientary--~Junior

High
Principals

Principals
Imp.

Competency

Train.

Imp.

Train.

!

]mp.

High School
Principals

Train.

Imp.

Train.

1

1

1

2

2

2

5

4

5

4

3

2

3

5

4

I
'!'

1.

2.
3.

Develop and maintain cannunication
between school and community

1 .

Conduct parent conferences and
reply to parents' concerns.

2

Work effectively with various
ethnic groups

3

Develop a system that periodically
reports student progress

4

1

1

1

il
I
I

2

2

3

l2
I
I
I

5

4

3

!3
I
I

4.

4

5

14
I

Identify and work with different
power groups within the community

5.

3

5

4

2

5

Is

0'\
0'\

, I

'I

i

i

I

-a

i 'I

'I'

IlL

I

1111'

II

II

Table 10
The Principal and School/Community Relations
Mean Scores of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy
I

Rank
All Groups
Competency

Imp.

Elerrentary
Principals

Train.

Imp.

'i
c~der

1

jJtmior High
Principals
I

Train. lJmp.
I

High School
Principals

Train.

Imp.

Train.

3.20

4.65

3.45

3.10

4.50

3.30

2.58

4.05

3.30

!.
I

1.

Develop and maintain communication
bet\veen school and commmity

4.69

Conduct parent conferences and reply
to parents concerris

4.52

3.34

4. 71

I
I

3.35 4.70
I

i

2.

Develop a system that periodically
reports student progress

3.

3.06

4.48

2.88

4!.• 60
I

I

4.10

I

2.87

3.97

2.77 4!.30
I

4.

Work effectively with various
etlmic groups

4.14

2.60

4.10

I
2.83 4!.35
I

2.47

4.00

2.37

5.

Identify and work with different
power groups within the cOITITil.n1.i ty

4.00

2.85

3.93

2.93 4:.15

2.61

3.95

2.95

4.29

2.94

Category Mean

(J"\
-.....)

,

I

i

I

II
I

;::

i 'I
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I

I

~

l!i

.LfL ;

... .l

68
Importance and Training Discrepancies.

A review of

Table 9 shows that no competency showed a discrepancy of three
place rankings from importance to adequacy of training.
Because this category has only five competencies it should be
noted that "work effectively with various ethnic groups" was
ranked third on importance and fifth or last on adequacy of

L____~t_r_a_~_·n_in_g_.___

-

Category Comparison.

-

-

- -

---------------- - - -

An ANOVA was used to determine

if principals from the three levels perceived each competency
on importance and also adequacy of training as being different.
This was done for each of the five competencies included in
the category.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there was

no significant difference on how principals at different levels
perceived the importance of the competency or the adequacy of
training.
The Principal and Governance
and Legal Processes
A total of six specific competencies of the principal
were included in the category of governance and legal processes.
The respondents indicated the importance of the competency and
how well they felt they were trained to perform the competency.
Competency Importance.

A mean score for each compe-

tency and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
were considered most important by principals from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels.

The three levels
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of principals ranked the same competency, "demonstrate knowledge of the organizational pattern of public school
governance," last in importance.

A review of Table 11 shows

:"."'!--

that the rankings for all other competencies were inconsistent
among three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were rank ordered from most
to least important, a review of Table 12 shows that all six

;---------

competencies scored at 3.5 on a rank of one to five which
reflected that all were considered quite important.
Adequacy of Training.

A mean score for each compe-

tency, and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
the principals from the three levels felt they were most
adequately trained to perform.

The three groups ranked the
~=

same competency, "demonstrate knowledge of the organizational
pattern of public school governance,'' first on adequacy of
training.

They also ranked the same competency, "ensure

implementation of administrative policies," fourth on ade•

quacy of training.

.o

A review of Table 11 shows that the

rankings for all other competencies were inconsistent among
the three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were ranked from most adequately trained to least adequately trained, a review of
Table 12 shows that only one competency, "develop and implement equitable and effective staff duty schedules," scored
lower than the midpoint score of 3.0 on adequacy of training.
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A further review reveals that the scores among the three
levels of administrators were consistent and wit_hin a relatively narrow range.
Importance and Training Discrepancies.

A review of

Table 11 shows that two competencies showed a discrepancy of
three place rankings from importance to adequacy of training.
"Develop an organizational plan appropriate to pupil achievement" was ranked first in importance and ranked fifth on the
adequacy of training received.

"Demonstrate knowledge of the

organizational pattern of public 'school governance" was ranked
sixth or last on importance, however it was ranked first on
adequacy of training received.
Category Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to determine

if principals from different levels percieved the category
as more important or the adequacy of their training as being
different.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there was no

significant difference on how principals at different levels
perceived the importance of the category on- the adequacy of
training.

The data for this ANOVA are located in the

appendix.
Competency Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to deter-

mine if principals from the three levels perceived each competency on importance and also adequacy of training as being
different.

This was done for each of the six competencies

included in the category.

The results of the ANOVA showed

that there was no significant difference on how principals at

111•1'

II I'

Table 11
The Principal and Governance and Legal Processes
Rank Order of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy

Rank Order

All Groups
Competency

· Elementary
Principals

J~lior

High
Principals

High School
Principals

Imp.

Train.

Imp.

Train.

Imp

Train.

Imp.

Train.

l.

Apply knowledge of laws related
to youth conduct, contracts,
liability, and torts

1

2

3

2

2

1

1

3

2.

Develop anorganizational plan
appropriate to pupil achievement

1

5

2

5

1

6

4

5

3.

Ensure implementation of
administrative policies

3

4

1

4

3

4

2

4

4.

Apply legal princ~ples, statutes,
and controlling case law to
decisions and actions

4

3

4

3

5

3

3

2

5.

Develop and implement equitable
and effective staff duty schedules

5

6

5

6

3

5

5

6

6.

Demonstrate knowledge of the
organizational patter11 of public
school governance

6

l

6

1

6

1

6

1

I

!

m~JI;::-,Fr~~·:lll
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I

i

I
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Table 12
The Principal and Governance and Legal Process~s
I
Mean Scores of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy
I

I

'i

i

Rank Or1
der
I

All Groups
Competency

Imp.

Train.

Elementary
Principals
Imp.
Train.

IJt.mior High
Principals
I
Imp.
Train.
1

High School
Principals
Imp.
Train.

!.

3.83

Demonstrate knowledge of the
organizational pattern of public
school governance

1.

4.01

3.87

I

4.13

31.75

3.79

3.84

4.05

I
I
I

i

2.

Apply legal principals, statutes
and controlling case law to
decisions and actions

4.09

3.75

4.13

3.90

31.95

3.53

4.15

. 3. 75

3.

Apply knowledge of laws related
to youth conduct, contracts,
liability, and torts

4.23

3.84

4.27

4.00

4!.10

3.79

4.30

3.65

4.

Ensure implementation of
administrative policies

4.21

3.53

4.33

3.62

4:.oo

3.47

4.25

3.45

5.

Develop an organizational plan
appropriate to pupil achievement

4.23

3.08

4.31

3.04

41.25

2.95

4.06

3.28

2.74

3.90

3.10

I

I
I

6.

Develop and implement equitable and
effective staff duty schedules
Category Mean

, I
I

i:'

.,

'I

3.96

2.91

4.09

3.52

'I

,'].

3.97

I

2.90

4:.00

.......
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different levels perceived the importance of the competency
or the adequacy of training.
The Principal and School Management;
A total of eight specific competencies of the principal were included in the

cat::~gQt"X_

of _§_G__I}o_ol_lll_anag~!Tig_n_t.__

'Ill~

respondents indicated the importance of the competency and
how well they felt they were trained to perform the competency.
Competency Importance.

A mean score for each compe-

tency and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
were considered most important by principals from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels.

The three levels

of principals did not rank any of the competencies the same
on importance in this category.

It should be noted that this

category contained eight competencies while the other categories contained five or six.

A review of Table 13 shows

that that rankings for all other competencies were inconsistent among the three levels of principals.
Although the competencies were rank ordered from most
to least important, a review of Table 14 shows that all eight
competencies scored at least 3.5 on a scale of one to five
which reflected that all were considered quite important.

_______

-
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Adequacy of Training.

A mean score for each compe-

tency, and a rank ordering of the specific competencies in
this category was calculated to determine which competencies
the principals from the three levels felt they were most adequately trained to perform.

The three groups ranked the same

competency, "understand and deal with stress," eighth or last
on adequacy of training.

A review of Table 13 shows that

the rankings for all other competencies were inconsistent
among the three levels of principals.
The competencies were ranked from most adequately
trained to least adequately trained.

A review of Table 14

shows that four competencies in this category scored less
than the midpoint score of 3.0 on adequacy of training.

A

further review reveals that the scores among the three levels
of administrators were consistent and within a relatively
narrow range.
Importance and Training Discrepancies.

A review of

Table 13 shows that three competencies showed a discrepancy
of three place rankings from importance to adequacy of training.

"Understand and deal with stress" was ranked fourth in

importance and ranked eighth on the adequacy of training
received.

"Keep accurate financial records" ranked seventh

in importance and ranked fourth on adequacy of training
received.

"Relate educational programs to cost factors"

ranked eighth or last on importance, yet it ranked fifth on
adequacy of training received.

fi
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Category Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to determine

if principals from different levels perceived the category
as more important or the adequacy of their training as being
different.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there was no

significant difference on how principals at different levels
perceived the
training.

~mportance

of the category on the adequacy of

The data for this ANOVA are located in the appen--------------

dix.
Competency Comparison.

An ANOVA was used to deter-

mine if principals from the three levels perceived each
competency on importance and also adequacy of training as
being different.

This was done for each of the eight compe-

tencies included in the category.

The results of the ANOVA

showed that there was no significant difference on how principals at different levels perceived the importance of the
competency on the adequacy of training.
Competency Category Comparison
A total of six categories of competencies were
included in the study.

The respondents indicated the impor-

tance and adequacy of training they received on competencies
that were grouped into the six categories.
Category Ranking on Importance.

A mean score for

each category was calculated to determine which categories
are considered most important by principals from all three
levels.

The principaLs ranked leadership as the most impor-

tant category of competencies and governance and legal

'

Table 13
The Principal and School Management
Rank Order of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy

Ram<: Ofder

All Groups_--- --Elementary
Principals
Competency

Imp.

Train.

Imp.

Train.

I

·Juriior Higb___ - -- High SCFiool
Principals
]l:mp.

Principals

Train.

Imp.

Train.

4

1

2

3

3

1

2

1

4

6

6

2

8

7

8

7

3

6

1

5

5

5

8

7

I

'i

1.

Identify problems and establish
solution strategies

1

3

2

2

2.

Set and attain personal work objectives

2

2

2

4

'11

3.

Manage a school budget

3

1

1

1

;6

13
I

I
I

i

4.

Provide a safe school facility

4

4

6

7

I

14
i

I

5.

Understand and deal with stress

4

5

8

8

il
.I

6.

Plan and develop a master schedule

6

Keep accurate financial records

7

6

6

3

8

5

14
'

i

7.

4

i8
i

8.

Relate educational programs to cost
factors

8

5

7

5

:7
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Table 14
The Principal and School Hanagement
Mean Scores of Competency Importance
and Training Adequacy

I

I

I
I

j
I

Rank Ordler

All Groups
Competency

Imp.

Train.

Elementary·
Principals
Imp.
Train.

'i

J;unior High
Pirincipals
Imp.
Train.
I

High School
Principals
Train.
Imp.

I
"i

1.

Provide a safe school facility

4.44

2.82

4.43

2.76

4.i55

2.58

4.35

3.15

2.

Manage a school budget

4.47

3.31

4.67

3.48

4.,45

I

3.37

4.50

3.00

3. Keep accurate financial records

4.19

3.09

4.03

3.03

4.:20

3.42

4.40

2.85

4.

Plan and develop a master schedule

4.31

2.82

4.07

3.18

4.:55

2.53

4.45

2.60

5.

Set and attain personal work
habits

4.51

3.19

4.47

3.10

4.~,65

3.21

4.45

3.30

6.

Identify problems and establish
solution strategies

4.54

3.15

4.53

3.24

4.!6o

3.00

4.50

3.15

Relate educational programs to
cost factors .

4.17

2.95

4~20

2.55

2.10

4.30

2.15

7.

I

I

!

2.87

4.06

3.03

41.30
!

I

4.44

Understand and deal with stress

8.

2.13

4.39

2.13

4.i55
I

4.38

Category Mean

, I

, I

I
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processes as being the least important category.

A review

of Table 15 shows that all categories had a mean score of
4.0 or more on a scale of one to five which reflected that
all categories were quite important.
Category Ranking on Adequacy of Training.

A mean

score for each category was calculated to determine which
categories the principals felt most adequately trained in.
The principals ranked governance and legal processes as the
category in which they were best trained.

School management

was the category in which the principals felt least adequately trained to perform.

A review of Table 15 shows that

two categories had mean scores below the midpoint score of
3.0 on a scale of one to five.

The mean score for adequacy

of training on all categories was 3.10.
Overview of Training Adequacy
The final question of the survey asked the principals
to "please assess the overall adequa.cy of your administrative
training.

This should be an overall or holistic evaluation

I
J.

of the total program as it relates to your preparation as a
site level administrator."

A review of Table 16 shows that

the mean score for all levels of principals was 3.22 on, a
scale of one to five.

The range of scores on this one item

were a low by junior high principals of 3.06 to a high for
senior high principals of 3.50.

It should also be noted that

the all group mean on this item is very close to the 3.10
mean score for all categories on adequacy of training.
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Table 15
Competency· Category Mean Scores
for Importance and Training

Mean Score
Category

- - - - - -

Importance

Educational Prograill__ __
2. Personnel Management
3. Leadership
4. School/Community Relations
5. Governance and Legal Processes
6. School Management
7. All Categories
1.

-------

4.45
4.40
4.55
4.29
4.09
4.38
4.36

------

Training
3.05
3.01
3.17
2.94
3.52
2.92
3.10

---

---

--

Table 16
Mean Scores for Specific Question
on Training Adequacy

Question 40
Please assess the
overall adequacy of
your adrrdnistrative
training. This should
be an overall or
holistic evaluation
of the total program
as it relates to your
preparation as a site
level adrrdnistrator

All
Groups

Elementary
Principals

Junior High
Principals

High School
Principals

3.22

3.21

3.06

3.5.0
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Summary
The findings of the study have been presented in this
chapter.

A total of 74 percent of the surveys were returned.

An analysis of the survey results was conducted for each of
the

categor~es

of principals' competencies.

Of the thirty-seven competencies listed under six

score of 3.0 on a scale of one to five.

This indicated that

the principals did not feel adequately trained on those
specific competencies.
An ANOVA was used to determine if principals from different levels perceived a category as being more important or
the adequacy of training as being different.

The results of

the ANOVA showed that there was no significant difference on
how principals at different levels perceived the importance
of each category or the adequacy of training they received in
that category.
An ANOVA was used to determine if principals from the
three levels perceived each competency on importance and also
adequacy of training as being different.
each of the thirty-seven competencies

This was done for

inc~uded

in this study.

The results of the ANOVA showed that there was no significant
difference on how principals at different levels perceived
the importance of the competency or the adequacy of training.

---~-----~~·--------- --------~---

---
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The principals surveyed indicated that all categories
were important, but that leadership was the most important
category.

On

a~equacy

of training the principals surveyed

indicated that governance and legal processes was the category in which they felt most adequately trained.

9=

Chapter V
-

p

CONCLUSIONS OF THE STUDY
THE ADEQUACY OF PRESERVICE TRAINING
This chapter is divided into five sections.

In the

- - - - - - - -

first section a summary of the study is presented.
section contains the conclusions of the study.

The second

In the third

section, a discussion of the implications of the study is presented.

The fourth section consists. of recommendations to

improve administrative pre-service training.

The fifth sec-

tion contains recommendations for further study.
SUMMARY OF THE STUDY
As reflected in the literature, the quality and value
of pre-service training for school principals has been seriously questioned in recent years.

Yet the study of training

for the principalship has been focused on programs that are
no longer in existence and on principals who were trained, in
most cases, over ten years ago.

With the passage of the Ryan

Act, it was important that a study be conducted to assess the
adequacy of pre-service training for principals trained under
the Ryan Act as opposed to programs that are no longer in
existence.

The present study was designed primarily to
82
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determine if the Ryan Act training program at institutions
of higher education are

providi~g

an adequate level of train-

ing for school principals at the elementary, junior high, and
high school levels.
The sample group utilized in this study was drawn
from a comparison of the 1978 and 1980 California Public
Schools Directories.

The comparison was used to determine

the identified group of 386 principals, a final sample of 113
principals who earned their credential under the provisions
of the Ryan Act was identified.
The literature in the area of competencies and the
training of principals was reviewed and a list of competencies expected of the principal was developed.

The identified

competencies were arranged into six broad categories consisting of: educational program, personnel management, leadership,·
school/community relations, governance and legal processes,
and school management.

The categories allowed for an orderly

design and provided a basis upon which to make some broad
comparisons.
A questionnaire was then constructed which was
designed to collect information on the relative importance of
each competency of the principalship and the adequacy of preservice training for each competency as perceived by elementary, junior high, and high school principals trained under
the Ryan Act.

The findings and conclusions of this study

are contained in this chapter.

~
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CONCLUSIONS
The questions addressed in this study and conclusions
regarding each are presented in this section:
Question 1
From a list of competencie9, which· .are
considered most important by principals serving
at the elementary, junior high, and high school
levels?
The scores for all the competencies identified in this
study scored in the ':'important" range with scores over 3. 0 on
a five-point scale.

The competencies identified in this

study were drawn from numerous sources, and much of the
research cited in this study was designed to identify the competencies that were most important.

The competencies

finally selected for this study are a composite of various
sources and were included because of their consistent recurrenee.

The competencies identified were also general enough

to encompass a large number of specific competencies.

The

fact that all competencies utilized in this study scored over
3.0 for importance on a five-point scale does not appear to
reflect a weakness in the instrument.

Although the number

of competencies was less than in many previous studies cited,
the reduction was done based on the results of those studies.
The results of this study appear to validate those competencies identified in prior studies as being important.

At the

end of the instrument each respondent had an opportunity to
list any additional competencies they felt were important.
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There were few responses made and o£. these.mone occurred more

than once.

The additional competencies listed by the respond-

ents were highly specific and could have been included within
one of the competencies identified for the study.

It could,

therefore, be concluded that the competencies included in this
study present a reasonably comprehensive perspective on the
principalship.

point scale were considered "very important" and included
the following:

evaluate teachers' performance and assist in

instructional improvement; select the most competent candidate
for employment; provide for open, honest and on-going communication between school and community; utilize techniques
designed to motivate staff to perform their duties effectively;
provide for a balanced instructional program; develop a school
discipline system; deal with conflict situations and controversial issues; identify problems and establish solution
strategies; evaluate the effectiveness of educational programs; make staff members feel important; set and attain
personal work objectives; and conduct parent conferences and
reply to parents' concerns.
The "very important" competencies were drawn from five
of the six competency categories.

School/community relations

and school management each contributed two competencies to
the "very important" list.

Leadership and personnel manage-

ment each contributed three competencies to the "very
important" list.

Educational program with four competencies

~--
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contributed the greatest nu.mbe:- to the "very important" list
while gove:r.·nnn·:e .ctnd l•:gal processes had no competency on the
list.

It is interesting to note that the categories dealing

specifically with the instructional program and the teaching
staff made the greatest contributions to the "very important"
list.

Those categories which deal with more management

oriented functions contributed the fewest competencies to the
"very important" list.

It could therefore be assumed that

the principal perceives his/hex role as being primarily an
educational leader rather than a school manager.

There is

disagreement in the lite-rature .in this .area with a split
between those who view the principals' role as an educational
leader and those who view the principal as primarily a
manager.

One possible reason for this finding might involve

the sample studied.

Those principals identified for this

study all-have Ryan Act credentials.

It could therefore be

assumed they are relatively new to the principalship and that
the recency of their departure from the

class~oom

might

affect their perception of their role.
Question

Z

From a list of competencies, which competencies do principals at the elementary, junior
high, and high school levels feel they were most
adequately trai:.a~dttor)pef£omm?
It would appear that pre-service administrative training under the Ryan Act is perceived as adequate by principals
from the elementary, junior high, and high school levels.

~-~-
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The mean score for all competencies combined on adequacy of
training was over 3.0 on a five-point scale.

There were,

however, many competencies that fell below 3.0.
The findings of this study refute many previous
studies which criticized the adequacy of administrative preservice training.

One reason for the differences might

relate to the fact that this study was designed to be as
objective as possible, while previous studies did not focus
on competencies and relied on a more opinion-centered approach
by asking the question "what did you think of your overall
training to be an administrator?".

With the current climate

where criticism of education at all levels is considered
almost fashionable, the perceptions of the adequacy of training could be affected.
The final item of the questionnaire asked the respondent to give an overall rating to the adequacy of the training
they received.

The mean score for this item was also over

3.0 on a five-point scale.

Assuming a climate of criticism

directed toward institutions of higher education it would have
been anticipated that the score for the final item on the survey, in which respondents gave an overall evaluation to the
adequacy of their training, would be low.

However, just the

opposite occurred and the final item asking for an overall
evaluation of the adequacy of training scored slightly higher
than the combined mean score for all the competencies on adequacy of training.

It is suspected that after having gone
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through 37 specific competencies, the respondent was able to
gain a more objective and less emotional perspective on his/
her training and thus responded in a more positive manner.
There were no competencies in which a score of 4.50
or more was attained for adequacy of training.

There were

five competencies which scored over 3.50 and were clearly in
the range where training was considered adequate and these
were:

demonstrate a knowledge of the organizational pattern

of public school governance; apply knowledge of laws related
to youth conduct, contracts, liability, and torts; apply legal
principles, statutes, and controlling case law to decisions
and actions; ensure implementation of administrative policies;
and, make decisions.

Of the competencies clearly in the

adequate range,- four came from the category of governance and
legal processes and one came from leadership.

Overall, 23

competencies scored above 3.0 and 14 competencies scored below
3.0-on adequacy of training.
It should be noted that the category of governance
and legal processes dominated the list of competencies clearly
in the adequate range on training, yet no competency from
this category was rated as "very important" on importance.
This finding points out a discrepancy between the needs as
expressed by principals and the area in which the most adequate training is being provided in pre-service programs.
The reason for this discrepancy is difficult to determine.
The category may be receiving a greater degree of emphasis by
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institutions of higher education than is needed or the competencies in this category dealing primarily with laws and
policies are less abstract and therefore easier to learn in
a non-application, training environment.
Question 3
Are there statistically significant differences in the perceptions of principals from the
~------------------~ile~Jrt~ry4~Jtnior hig0,~Rnn higb__~choo~V2~S·---------------
as to the importance o£ competency categories
used in this study?
There was no statiscially significant difference
among principals from the

element~ry,

junior high, and high

school levels as to the importance of competency categories
used in this study.

A further analysis revealed that there

was no statistically significant difference among the perceptions of the three levels of principals regarding the
importance on any one of the 37 competencies.

Although

principals from the elementary, junior higr, and high school
levels might often express the opinion that their jobs are
different (and this may be true), they perceive a need for
the same competencies.

This lack of difference appears to

reinforce the practice of a single training program for principals at the three levels and also appears to.support the
Ryan Act practice of awarding administrative credentials that
are valid for service in grades kiri.dergart-eno.through· twelve.

~ ~
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Question 4
Are there statistically significant differences in the perception of principals from the
elementary, junior high and high school levels
as to the adequacy of training received on the
competency categories used in this study?
There was no statistically significant difference
among the perceptions of principals from the elementary,
junior

hi~

and high school levels as to the

adequacv~o~f~-------~

training they received on the competency categories used in
this study.

A further analysis revealed that there was-no

statistically significant difference in their responses with
regard to the adequacy of training amoDg the three levels of
principals on any one of the 37 competencies.
This finding appears to support the view that there
is little substantive difference in the principalship at the
three levels.

Principals from the three levels view the

adequacy of training they received as the same.

Given the

time and course limitations for administrative pre-service
training programs that are currently operating, it would
appear to be difficult to offer a program that would be specific to elementary, junior high, or high school principals.
Additionally, this particular study did not provide sufficient
guidance to support this approach.

In the following section

a discussion of the study and implications is presented.

;:; __
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DISCUSSION
This study was initiated because of a large amount
of criticism in the literature that has been directed toward
administrative pre-service training programs.

At the time of

this study there was a major focus in California being placed
on how best to tiain school principals as it was felt that
existin

rams were not doin

an adequate iob.

tion of this criticism revealed two factors:

Examina-

(1) the criti-i.

cism did not appear to have a solid base in research and,
(2) the criticism was being leveled by people trained under
a program that was no longer in existence.
The criticism of pre-service training programs is
supported by some research; however, there are also a few
studies that support the adequacy of pre-service programs.
This study would be in agreement with the minority of studies
which found that pre-service administrative training is adequate.
To speculate on the reason for the dominance of criticism for pre-service training programs, one mus.t examine the
principalship role.
plex position.

The principalship is an extremely com-

Because of the complexity of the position and

the pressure constantly placed on the principal, the possibility of providing a pre-service training program to cover
all contingencies is unlikely.

Through sheer frustration with

the position, it would be simple for the principal to label
the pre-service training programs as inadequate; however, this

.-----------------------·-··-·-···-·

.

-------------------------------···

~~---------~-

----~-

~~----~------

92
conclusion would be based in emotion and not on an objective
perspective.

The educational system is an expedient and
n-

popular focus for personal inadequacies or an inability to
solve nearly impossible problems.

This study, therefore,

attempbed to remove much of the emotion and frustration
involved with the principalship to gain an objective conclusion on the adequacy of training received by Ryan Act
credentialed principals.

It is this objectivity that may

have led to the positive findings which run contrary to the
criticism contained in the literature.
The principalship is so complex and involves so many
different skills that to determine if the role of the principal has changed is extremely difficult.

Although there were

many sources cited in this study indicating that the role is
changing, there were others which felt the role has not
changed but has only become more complex and demanding.

The

competencies researched and utilized in this study might well
have been an adequate list for principals serving 20 or even
30 years ago.

The principal then, and the principal now,

still serves as the leader of the educational program, man{lger
of personnel, leader of the school, public relations person
for the school, overseer of all legal and governance problems,
and school manager.

It is possible that if the questionnaire

used in this study had been administered to principals in the
past the results would have been basically the same with one
small exception: all scores for importance would be lower.

-
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The demands on the principal and the urgency of those
demands are changing.

The principal has always had the impor-

tant task of public relations, but with the greater level of
parent involvement, this function has become more important.
The same holds true for all other areas the principal must
direct.

The complexity and intensity of the principal's job

is placing a great deal of stress on the principal and
increasing the length of the work day and work week.

It is

no wonder that many fine principals are leaving education to
pursue other careers.
One possible approach to assisting the principal in
dealing with the increasing complexity of the principalship
is to improve or change the type of training program offered.
Although this study found the level of training to be adequate,
it also found there is room for improvement.

Under the cur-

rent system in California, an institution of higher education
(IHE) develops a list of competencies for their administrative
training program and these competencies must then be approved
by the Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing.

The

institution of higher education then certifies that a candidate has acquired the competencies and the Commission for
Teacher Preparation and Licensing issues an Administrative
Services credential.

Under this system there is a lack of

uniformity in competencies among IHE' s. · The· first. step in
improving training might be to gain uniformity among the
various programs.
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A major improvement might be to develop common compe-':

tencies among IHE's and then to develop an assessment procedure
to document that a candidate has the ability or competence to
perform in a given area.

This approach would guarantee uni-

formity among institutions.

Once this uniformity had been

attained, the institution, as well as the candidate, could
be more readily assessed.
As most training at the THE's is perceived as theorybased with limited opportunities for application, a three-year
internship program would follow.

After accepting an adminis-

trative position the administration credential would be valid
for three years.

During this time the administrator would

attend applicattilo.n seminars at a central location, perhaps
sponsored by the county office of education or a professional
association.

The seminars would be led by a professor of

educational administration from a local university.

It would

.be possible to attend a seminar led by personnel from a

dif~

ferent university than the candidate had originally attended
as all pre-service programs would be similar.

These seminars

would involve the practical application of educational theory
to the actual problems the new administrators are facing.
The seminar leadership would be supplemented by inviting practieing administrators who are recognized and highly competent
irrdealirig with specific problems.
Upon completion of the seminars held over a threeyear period, the candidate would be recommended for a "clear"

credential.

The seminars would allow for any difference in

problems that might result from geographical variation.

By

locating the seminars at the county level, it would also be
possible to maintain uniformity which would not be possible
if each district were to set up an independent· program.

A

training system at the district level would lack any consistency from district to district and would assume that the
district administration was capable of providing adequate
training.

It is difficult to comprehend how any level of

quality could be attained by a district level training program unless the district were very large.

Th~

county seminars

could a·lso provide those who attend an opportunity to examine
problems of other districts as well as their own.

Although

this approach to administrative training may not be perfect,
nor would it gain unive·rsal endorsement, it does appear to be
a logical approach to practical training that can occur
within the context of the training system currently in.effect.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRE-SERVICE
PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT
This study shows that the administrative pre-service
training program under

th~

Ryan Act is adequate.

However, it

must not be assumed that there is no room for improvement.
On a scale of one to five the "adequacy of training" across
all competencies combined had a mean score only slightly beyond
the 3.0 mid-point score.

There is a great deal of improvement
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that can be made, and the following recommendations are offered

;/

d

to improve the present system without altering the current
program delivery model.
The following is a list of competencies that received
a score of over 4.0 on importance but received scores below
3.0 on adequacy of training and should be given greater emphasis by institutions of higher education for administrative
pre-service training.

The principal should be able to do the

following:
1.

Create an innovative environment.

2.

Develop a school discipline plan.

3.

Encourage staff participation in programs.

4.

Utilize the teachers contract in handling personnel matters.

5.

Deal with conflict situations and controversial
issues.

6.

Develop a system tha periodically reports
pupil progress.

7.

Work effectively with various ethnic groups.

8.

Identify and work with different power groups
within the community.

9.

Plan and develop a master schedule.

10.

Provide a safe school

11.

Relate educational programs to cost factors.

12.

Understand and deal with stress.

facility.~

,,,.-
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The following is a list of competencies that received
a score of over 4.0 on importance and a score of over 3.0 on
n-

adequacy of training.

This list is composed of competencies

that are highly important and have also received a score
reflecting an adequate level of training.

Institutions of

higher education should continue their efforts on these competencies and continually monitor the quality of training.
The principal should be able to do the following:
1.

Provide for a balanced instructional program.

2.

Evaluate teacher performance and assist in
instructional improvement.

3.

Evaluate the effectiveness of educational
programs.

4.

Make staff members feel important.

5.

Select the most competent candidate for
employment.

6.

Provide for open, honest, and on-going communications within the school.

7.

Utilize techniques designed to motivate staff
to perform their duties effectively.

8.

Make decisions.

9.

Delegate responsibility.

10.

Initiate change in a way which provides opportunities for program development and ownership.

11.

Plan and organize meetings so that the focus
stays on the appropriate task.

,,---~--------~----·······-~-~--
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12.

Develop and maintain communication between
school and community.
~-

13.

Conduct parent conferences and reply to
parents' concerns.

14.

Apply legal principles, statutes, and controlling case law to decisions and actions.

15.

Apply knowledge of laws related to youth
conduct, contracts, liability, and torts.

16.

Ensure implementation of administrative policies.

17.

Develop an organizational plan appropriate to
pupil achievement.

18.

Manage a school budget.

19.

Keep accurate financial records.

20.

Set and attain personal work objectives.

21.

Identify problems and develop solution
strategies.

The following is a list of competencies that scored
between 3.0 and 4.0 on importance and received scores below
3.0 on adequacy of training.

The competencies are important

but are considered less important than those in the two preceding lists.

An effort

shoul~

training on two competencies.

be made to improve the
The principal should be able

to do the following:
1.

Assist staff members in dealing with personal
probl~ms.

ri

~~

2.
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Develop and implement equitable and effective
staff duty schedules.

The following is a list of competencies that scored
between 3.0 and 4.0 on importance and received scores above
3.0 on adequacy_ of training.

These competencies are impor-

tant but are considered less important than those that scored

adequate they should receive no further attention beyond a
reasonable maintenance of effort.

The principal should be

able to do the following:
1.

Develop or rnodi£y a course of study.

2.

Demonstrate knowledge of the organizational
pattern of public school governance.

A greater emphasis placed upon specific competencies
should provide an improved level of effectiveness for adrninistrative pre-service training under the Ryan Act.

This

greater emphasis would likely improve training in those corn. petencies perceived as important by principals, yet on which
they are currently receiving less than adequate training.
This greater emphasis would also put a priority on those items
that are classified as the most important by principals.
The specific recommendations for program improvements
resulting from this study are that greater emphasis be given
to specific competencies.

This emphasis may be construed to

be increasing the amount of time given to a specific

•·-'·----·-----
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competency.

If the approach is taken to increase time spent

on a competency then it will necessitate decreasing the time
spent on another competency or facet of the total program.
This would require a careful examination of all parts of an
administrative pre-service training program to determine what
could be eliminated or reduced.
Another approach to providing greater emphasis to a
compe ency is to examine the
teaching the competency.

method-c>f~elivery

utilized--in

It is possible that an adequate

amount of time is devoted to the competency, but the effectiveness of the delivery is inadequate.

If a competency is

not presented in a context that will allow a transfer to
direct application the training could be classified as inadequate.
Examining both approaches to greater emphasis, time
allocation and delivery effectiveness would not be easy for
an institution of higher education.

However, without this

examination and adjustment it is doubtful that any program
improvement would result.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
Certain recommendations are appropriate as an extension of this study.
1.

These recommendations are as follows:

The study should be repeated in approximately five

years because there should be a greater number of respondents
available for the study as a greater number of Ryan

~-
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credentialed people assume the principalship.

The greater

sample size would not only validate this study but allow for
data on principals according to school location and school
size.
~-

2.

The program changes recommended in this study

should be field tested.

The questionnaire used in this study

could be given to the graduates of the program prior to implementation of the recommendations and a follow-up of graduates
made after the recommendations had been implemented.
3.

A study should be conducted to determine the best

time and method for delivery of administrative competencies.
At the present time the institutions of higher education are
responsible for delivering the total program.

A coordinated

program of pre-service and in-service programs could be
developed by determining those competencies which are essential as pre-entry skills to an administrative position and
those competencies that can be trained while the administrator is on the job.
The present study resulted in the presentation of
competencies, that if given greater emphasis by institutions
of higher education, should improve the adequacy of administrative pre-service training under the Ryan Act.

This is not

the final nor perfect answer to the problem of providing a
definitive program of administrative pre-service training.
The job of school principal and the demands placed-on:that
position make it doubtful that anyone will ever be trained to
deal with all the problems that will develop.
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It is hoped, however, that this study has made a
contribution to the f1eld.

The recommendations made in this

study do not provide the ultimate answer but, hopefully, they
provide some additional direction.
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OEP"-RTMENT OF
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

January 7, 1981

Dear Colleague:
The Mangers Study has focused a great deal of attention on the
principalship and the training programs for that position. You have
been selected as part of a selected sample to participate in a study
to determine the key skills needed by the principal and how well you
feel you were prepared for the position by the institution of higher
education.
The study will be done in two steps. The first step is to have you
fill out the enclosed card regarding your credentialing, training, and
position description. The second step will be a questionnaire that
wi 11 assess your perception of the most important skills needed by a
principal and how well you were trained to perform these skills.
At the present time numerous groups and organizations are reviewing
the principalship, including the Commission for Teacher Preparation
and Licensing, The State Department of Education, and The Association
of California School Administrators. This study will hopefully contribute to the base of information that will shaoe administration
training in the future. Your resoonses wi 11 be held in strictest
confidence and no individual will be identifiable in the study.
Prease complete the enclosed card at your earliest convenience.
cooperation and participation is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
,........,
' ,...;-)
~~~ v. /(i (,·:>'?t.f.. 'L_
Roge r:j\e i mer
Department of Educational Administration
University of the Pacific

ra.....Qm. 1~
Paul M. Hewitt
Assistant Principal, Curriculum
Turlock High School
PMH:eks

Your
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-----------
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1. Pos i t ion :

a. Principal

b. Other

2. Credential:
a. Ryan Credential
By Examination
b. Pre-Ryan Credentrar-____
3. Schoo I Level:
EIem. _

a.

By Program_

b • J r. High ____ c. Hi gh Schoo I

4. School Location (check one):
a. Urban
b. Suburban

c. Rural

5. School Size (check one):
a. 0-250
b. 251-500

c. 501-750
d. 751-1000
e. 1001-1500_ _ f. 150"f=20oo_ g. ove;:-zooo
--

6. Wi II you participate in this study by filling out a questionnaire
at a later date?
Yes
No
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95211
DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

March 23, 1981

Dear Colleague:
In January you received a letter from us and graciously returned the postcard which
accompanied that letter. The postcard Identified you as being a school principal
who was credentialed under the provisions of the Ryan Act.
As you are aware, there has been much recent criticism of lnsti"tutions of higher
education with regard to the adequacy of training programs for school administrators.
Unfortunately the data which forms the basis of this criticism Is based on Pre-Ryan
programs. This study is designed to assess your perceptions as to the adequacy of
your training and the importance of the competencies you were trained ln.
The enclosed questionnaire was designed to be as brief as possible and yet produce
enough data to formulate valid conclusions. We realize your daily schedule is full
and it is difficult to spare the time, but for the study to be valid an extremely
high response rate Is critical. There are very few Ryan credentialed principals
that can be identified, so your participation is vital and greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

&AJ·~

Ro;;r•./ei~r
Department of Educational Administration
University of the Pacific

Paul M. Hewitt
Doctoral Candidate
Assistant Principal, Curriculum
Turlock High School
PMH:eks
Enclosure
NOTE:

THIS STUDY HAS BEEN ENDORSED BY THE ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS.
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APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE

EVALUATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRAINING
Directions:
Please complete the following section by placing a check on appropriate line.
1.

3.

Position:
a. Principal _ _
b. Other (specify)

2.

4.

Credential:
a. Ryan Credential
1. Was it earned by:
Program_ __

Schoo I Leve I :
a. Elementary_ _

5.

School Size:
I

b. Junior High_ _

a. 0-250

c. High School

b. 251-500

School Location:

c. 501-1750

a.

~-

I--

d. 751.:.11000_ _

Urban

e. 1001 -1500_ _
1

b. Suburban

f. 150 rl'-2ooo_ _

c. Rural

Examination

g. Over 2000

Both
I

Directions:
I
This section contains competencies that have been identified by recent research. Please read the competency and circle its
importance to you as a school administrator and then circle th~ competency according to how well you were trained to perform
it during your administrative training at the institution of higher education ~1here you were tr.~ined.
IMPORTANCE
This competency is:

COMPETENCY

....c

....
c

....Ill
L

....IllL

0

0

>-E

E

n.

n.

I..·-

c

c:

....c

u

L

"0
QJ

""0

.....

Ill

0

0.

"0

c

...

....LIll
>-0
Cl.
QJ E

L

>=>

::::>

::::>

c:

-E

>-

QJ

TI1E PRINCIPAL MUST 11AVE TilE KNOWLEDGE OF flOW TO:

<1l

"0

ADEQUACY OF TRAINING
My training in· this area was:·

0

"0

::>

u

0"

Ql

QJ

:z ::>

<1l

....Ill<1l

<1l

.....

Ill
QJ

o·

<!)

::>

....

Ill

::>

O>

:Z4:

::::>

c

QJ
"0

4-

Ill

.....

Q)

0"0

"0

.....

Ill

<t

QJ

I..

o>

Educational Program

--

1.

Create an innovative environment.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2.

Provide for a bananced instructional program.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3.

Evaluate teachers' performance and assist in
instructional improvement.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

4.

Develop a school discipline system.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

!).

O<:velop or mvdify·a course of study.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2.

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

-

t.!..i

-

6. · Evalt.at·= the effectiveness of educational prugram5.

[,I·

]1.1.1.11

mn~·:~qmm:r!'~·i!: 1

:1 1

r

·!

::qr:t:Jl:;

.1.

I

:·rrr:JJn, :J•r:::J:: . ::.:~: .. JLI:::n:r:.:::::rr;: .-:::J,r.:r:.:~

1-'

v-o·

'"''

COHPETENCY

IMPORTANCE

ADEQUACY OF TRAINING

I

Please add and evaluate any competencies that you feel were
omitted and are of importance to you.

I

38.

I

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

I

39.

I

1

2

3

4

5
I

I

40.

I

1

2

3

4

I

5

I

Additional t;omrnents:

i-'
I-"
O"i

1:

1

1,1.1.1,11

:l~m~~·:~nrpnr'1

:::'11·,. ,. ! I

I

,I

',:1

'11

:·;lr~:ulp

.1. I

.::'

:n:JJri..:n;.:r:; .:::r: ..1u:~r1:r::.::~m::·: :::1:

:r: :r

r.

COMPETENCY

--·--.

IMPORTANCE

ADEQUACY OF TRAINING

Govea-nance and Le9a 1 Processes
23.

Demonstrate knowledge of the organizational pattern of
public school governance.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

211.

Apply legal principles, statutes, and controlling case
Jaws to decisions and actions.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

25.

Apply knowledge of laws related to youth conduct,
contracts, liability, and.torts.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

26.

Ensure implementation of administrative policies.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

27.

Develop an organizational plan appropriate to pupi I
achievement.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

28.

Develop and implement equitable and effective staff
duty schedules.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

29.

Provide a safe school facility.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4 .

5

30.

Operate within the limits of and manage a budget.

1

2

3

J,

5

1

2

3

4

5

31.

Keep accurate financial records.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

32.

Plan and develop a master schedule.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

33.

Set and attain work objectives.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3

J,

5

1

2

3

J,

5

I

1

2

3

4

5

i
I

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

School Management

)II.

35.
36.
37.

ldcnli fy problcn1s and estilbl ish solution strategies.
Relate cduciltional programs to cost
sound financial procedures.

fa~tors

1

and apply

Understand and deal with stress.

2

I
I

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

I
I

Please assess the overall adequacyofyour administrative
tr<aining. This should be an overall or hoi istic
evaluation of the total program as it relates to your
prcpa1·ation as a sight level administrator.

-------------------------

i

~

I

~'

I

~-

-.....)
I

,

I
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i
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I
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I
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I
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COMPETEUCY

IMPORTANCE

ADEQUACY OF

~RAINING

Personnel Nanagement
7.

Make staff

8.

9.

nrcrube rs

fcc I important.

I

2

3

It

5

II

2

3

It

5

Assist st<Jff members in dealing with person<)! problem:>.

1

2

3

4

5

II

2

3

4

5

Select th3 most cornpetent candidates for employment.

I

2

3

4

5

II

2

3

4

5

10.

Encourage staff participation in programs.

I

2

3

It

5

I

2

3

4

5

11.

Uti I ize the teachers contract in handling personnel
matters.

1

2

3

4

5

I

2

3

4

5

12.

Provide for open, honest, and ongoing communication
within the school.

I

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

13.

Utilize techniques designed to motivate staff to
perform their duties effectively.

I

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

14.

Deal with conflict situations and controversial issues.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

15.

Make decisions and delegate responsibility.

1

2

3

4

5

I

2

3

4

5

16.

Initiate change and pmvide ·opportunities for program
development and 011nership.

1

2

3

4

5

I

2

3

4

5

17.

Plan and organize meeting so that the focus stays on
the appropriate task.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

18.

Develop and maintain communication between the school
and community.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

19.

Conduct parent conferences and reply to parents concerns.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

20.

Develop a system that periodically reports student
progress.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

21.

\o/ork effectively with ethnic groups.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

22.

Identify and work with different power groups within
the communIty.

3

4

5

1

3

4

-

Leadership

Schoo 1/Commun i ty ReI at ions

1

2

2

tT:

1-'.
(X)

5

-------
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UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC
·:
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-, .. •!a :••n.: ·.
95211

DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATIOtl

------------~

Apri 1 1, 1981

Dear Colleague:
On March 23, I mailed you a questionnaire on the importance of competencies that
are performed by principals and your perceptions as to the adequacy of training
you received on each competency. As of this date I have not received your response.
I recognize that demands on your time are many and it is difficult to justify the
ten or so minutes it might take to fill out a survey for someone you don't even
know. I strongly feel this study may have an impact on future administrator
training and the first few responses I have received appear to be setting a
direction different from what i.s generally stated in the literature. However,
due to the relatively small group of Ryan credentialed principals I was able to
identify fo·r this study your participation Is vital to establishing data that
will be valid. Please, if you haven't already done so, complete the survey and
return it to me as soon as possible. If you should need another copy I would be
happy to mail it to you. Your assistance in completing this study will be greatly
appreciated.
Sincerely,

£;?
/ / c:=---: ~
7. a.J7 J?7, ~
Paul M. Hewitt
Doctoral Candidate
Assistant Principal, Curriculum
Turlock High School
PMH:eks
ENCLOSURE:

A LETTER FROM A.C.S.A., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

~~--.-~--

--------------····-·

l2I

an
aa
March 11, 1981

It is indeed with great pleasure that the Association of California
School Administrators endorses your research study entitled "The
Effectiveness of Administrative Pre-Service Training As Perc~ived
by Public School Principals Trained Under the Ryan Act." We
recommend that ACSA members cooperate fully in providing data
necessary for the completion of your research.
A subcommittee of our State Research, Evaluation, and Accreditation Committee has carefully reviewed your proposal and recommended
this endorsement. Any suggestions in the design or proposal have
been sent to you in a separate letter. In accepting this endorsement, you agree to provide the Research, Evaluation, and Accreditation Committee with an abstract of your study upon its completion
and to make available a detailed report of the findings if requested.
My sincere congratulations and wishes for speedy completion of this
important research.
Sincerely,

()

. ~/.
'
- Jl../

;~ Sl

U~e~~tive

.ak
Director

JMS/llh

Paul Hewitt
Turlock High School
1600 East Canal Drive
Turlock, Calif. 95380
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APPENDIX E
ANOVA RESULTS - CATEGORIES

- - - - - - - - - -

.,

123
t::

The Principal and the Educational
Program: Importance
Mean Scores for Category

- - - - · - -

Level
All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

n

Mean Score

71
31
20
20

26.704
26.548
26.700
26.950

~-

ANOVA Results:

Source

df

Among Groups
Within Groups

2
68

Comparison of Levels

MS

0.981
4.836

F

0.203

Significance
of F
0.8169

c

--

~
~
~

124

The Principal and the Educational Program:
Training Adequacy
Mean Scores for Category

Level

n

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

'

Among Groups
Within Groups

Mean _S_c_or_e

71
31
20
20

ANOVA Results:

S.ource

- - - -

df

2
68

18.056
18.226
17.800
18.050

Comparison of Levels

MS

1.103
16.905

F

0.065

Significance
of F
0.9369

c

..
E
c·~""

E
~

1:25

The Principal and Personnel Management:
Importance
Mean Scores for Category

~----tc

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

71
20
20

Among Groups
Within Groups

df

-score------------

26.296
26.290
26.600
26.000

31

ANOVA Results:

Source

___________ - Mean

Comparison of Levels

MS

2

0.801

68

4.429

F

0.407

Significance
of F
0.668

126

The Principal and Personnel Management:
Training Adequacy
Mean Scores for Category

Level
All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

ANOVA Results:

Source
Among Groups
Within Groups

df

n

Mean Score

71
31
20
20

17.747
17.548
18.300
17.500

Comparison of Levels

MS

2

4.280

68

26.807

F

0.160

Significance
of F
0.853

'"
'~

E

e~

~

127

The Principal and Leadership:
Importance
Mean Scores for Category

- - - - - --

- - - - - - - -

Level

n

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

Among Groups
Within Groups

df

-

-----

-

- -- - - - - - -

Mean Score

71
31
20
20

ANOVA Results:

Source

----

27.225
27.452
27.250
26.850

Comparison of Levels

MS

2

2.208

68

3.764

Q

0.587

Significance
of F
0.5590

·~-----··-------

.. ----·--·--····

----------~~-~---~

128

The Principal and Leadership:
Training Adequacy
Mean Scores for Category

-----~-----Level--

- - - -----r1-----

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

70

Among Groups
Within Groups

18.957
18.967
19.000
18.900

30

20
20

ANOVA Results:

Source

-------Mean -score____ --

df

2

67

Comparison of Levels

MS

F

Significance
of F

0.052
22.489

0.002

0.9977

l29

The Principal and School/Community
Relations: Importance
Mean Scores for Category

_ _____c_·Leve-1----------u--- ----- ---Mean-score-

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

ANOVA Results:

Source
Among Groups
Within Groups

21.211
20.807
22.100
20.950

71
31
20
20

df
2

68

Comparison of Levels

Significance.
of F

MS
11.121
6.612

1.682

0.194

130

The Principal and School/Community
Relations: ,, ~Training Adequacy
Mean Scores for Category

Level---------------u------ ------Mean-Score
All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

71
31
20
20

ANOVA Results:

Source

Among Groups
Within Groups

df

2

68

14.409
14.484
13.450
15.250

Comparison of Levels

MS

16.356
18.271

F

0.895

Significance
of E:
0.4133

-------------~

"131

The Principal and Governance and Legal
Processes: Importance
Mean Scores for Category

- - - - - -- - -

- - - - -

Level

- - - - - -- - - - - -- - - -

n

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High School

Mean Score

70
30
20
20

24.243
24.733
24.050
23.700

ANOVA Results: Comparison of Levels

Source

df

MS

F

Significance
of F

Among Groups
Within Groups

2
67

6.927
10.344

0.670

0.5152
-

,-

--

"'
~·

~

E
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The Principal and Governance and Legal
Processes: Training Adequacy
Mean Scores for Category

Level

n

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High_ School

Among Groups
Within Groups

20.927
21.483
20.263
20.750

68
29
19
20

ANOVA Results:
Source

Mean Score

df
2

65

Comparison of Levels
MS

F

8. 9T8
20.226

0.444

Significance
of F
0.6435

133

The Principal and School
Management: Importance
Mean Scores for Category

Level

Mean Score

n

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
Hifh School

ANOVA Results:

Source

Among Groups
Within Groups

df

2

68

71
31

34.704
33.613

20

35.950

20

35.150

Comparison of Levels

MS

F

35.967
15.660

2.297

Significance
of F
0.1083

1"34

The Principal and School Management:
Training Adequacy
Mean Scores for Category

- - - -

--------

Level

-------

n

All Groups
Elementary School
Junior High
High

MeaN Score

70
30
20
20

ANOVA Results:

..

22.814
23.233
22.250
22.750

Comparison of Levels

Source

df

MS

Among Groups
Within Groups

2
67

5.860
47.834

F

0.122

Significance
of 1\
0.8849
~

~

!::
~

